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I examine employees’ perspective on OCB in two field studies. In the first 
study, I examine OCB from the standpoint of approach and avoidance theories of 
motivation in general, and self- regulatory focus theory in particular. My emphasis in 
this research is on identifying categories of behavior that can be differentiated and 
have motivational meaning for employees, and addressing the role of individual 
factors (self-regulatory focus) and situational factors (transformational and 
transactional leadership) as predictors of OCB. 
I empirically test these arguments in a multinational firm in India. To test the 
hypothesized model, I leverage the strength of qualitative methods (Strauss & Corbin, 
1990) for construct articulation and the strength of quantitative analysis for theory 
testing. I use qualitative interview data from a sample of 45 employees for measure 
development and survey data from 209 employees for theory testing. 
The empirical findings moderately support my arguments. Using qualitative 
data analysis, I do find two forms of OCB reflected in employee accounts of extra role 
contributions, one reflecting a promotion orientation and another reflecting a 
prevention orientation. Empirical findings with derived measures of these two OCB 
categories reveal that they are distinct forms of OCB contribution, and that they have 
differential patterns of association with individual differences in approach and 
avoidance orientation. More specifically, I find that promotion focused employees are 
more likely to perform promotion OCB, and that this relationship is mediated by 
promotion-OCB role definition. Similarly, I find that prevention focused employees 
are more likely to perform prevention OCB, and that this relationship is mediated by 
prevention-OCB role definition. However, I didn’t find support for the hypothesized 
role of leadership behaviors as group level moderators. 
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In the second study, I examine the decisions of employees to withhold as well 
as to proffer OCB contributions. The implicit assumption among OCB theorists has 
been that this behavior is discretionary, and conceptual models suggest that there are 
conditions under which employees proffer OCB and other conditions under which 
they withhold such contributions. I empirically tested this assumption in two stages. 
In the theory development study, using qualitative methods (grounded theory), I 
analyzed data from 50 soldiers from Singapore. Although I find no differences in the 
‘substance’ of contributions proffered and withheld, I find that decisions to withhold 
and contribute discretionary citizenship behavior reflect distinct deliberative 
processes.  
In the theory testing study, I empirically test the model on motivational basis 
using a sample of 226 employees from a company in India. I found partial support for 
my arguments. I found that decisions to proffer altruism, knowledge sharing and 
taking charge were anchored in social identification with the team, and that decisions 
to withhold altruism behavior was anchored in exchange concerns of the decision 
maker. The findings related to preoccupation with exchange concerns while 
withholding altruism seems to be one of the most intriguing findings of this essay, 
especially because exchange concerns have been used as primary driver for 
contributions OCB in the OCB literature (e.g. Konvosky & Pugh, 1994).  
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“An organization which depends solely upon its blue-prints of 
prescribed behavior is a very fragile social system.” 
Katz (1964:132) 
Organizational scientists and business leaders alike acknowledge that it is 
imperative for employees to direct at least some of their discretionary energies 
towards organizational ends—mere compliance, following from acceptance of 
(Simon, 1947) or indifference to (Barnard, 1938) management directives, is not 
sufficient (Katz, 1964). In the late 1970’s Organ and colleagues (Bateman & Organ, 
1984; Smith, Organ & Near, 1983; Organ, 1977; Organ, 1988) introduced the concept 
of organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) into the management literature. Scholars 
formally define OCB as “organizationally functional employee behavior that is 
discretionary, beyond the strict description of job requirements, and not directly 
rewarded” (Organ, 1988; Organ, Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 2006). 
Since the early 1980s, research interest in OCB and related constructs, such as 
extra-role behavior (cf. Scholl, 1981; Van Dyne, Cummings, & Parks, 1995), pro-
social organizational behaviors (cf. Brief & Motowidlo, 1986; George, 1990, 1991; 
O’Reilly & Chatman, 1986), organizational spontaneity (cf. George & Brief, 1992; 
George & Jones, 1997), and contextual performance (cf. Borman & Motowidlo, 1993, 
1997; Borman, White, & Dorsey, 1995; Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994), has 
flourished. Figure 1.1 shows an exponential increase in number of publications (based 
on a citations search of the Web of Science database) on OCB and related constructs.
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Although the topic of OCB did not initially have a significant impact on the 
area, interest in it and related concepts has increased dramatically during the past few 
years. Since the year 2000, there have been more than 50 papers published every year, 
showing interest of scholars in OCB and related concepts. And while we have learned 
much about this behavior, there is much to be learned. There have been repeated calls 
for new theory to guide measurement and analysis (LePine, Erez & Johnson, 2002; 
Organ, Podsakoff, Mackenzie, 2006; Zellars & Tepper, 2003). 
Although we have learned much about OCB and its motivational bases, there 
are two areas where there is clearly a need for more research, and these are the areas 
addressed in this dissertation. First, there is clearly a need to articulate an 
understanding of OCB within the context of motivation systems that make sense to 
employees—the ones actually performing the citizenship behavior. To this point the 
emphasis of OCB researchers has been exclusively on citizenship constructs that have 
meaning to managers. More work is needed to address OCB—its substance, and the 
factors influencing its performance—from the standpoint of the motivated efforts of 
employees to make contributions beyond the call of duty. Second, there is clearly a 
need to understand better the discretionary nature of citizenship contributions, 
especially since empirical findings reveal that employees are more inclined to perform 
OCB when they view it as in-role rather than extra-role. In my dissertation, I address 
these two issues, which are presented in separate empirical essays. 
ESSAY 1: ORGANIZATIONAL CITIZENSHIP BEHAVIOR (OCB) FROM AN 
EMPLOYEE’S PERSPECTIVE: OCB AS APPROACH- OR AVOIDANCE 
SELF REGULATION 
Almost without exception, the focus of OCB scholarship has been on what 
managers want from employees and what managers view as relevant ‘citizenship 
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behavior.’ While this line of inquiry has proven fruitful, researchers have yet to 
examine OCB from the perspective of employees—in what ways do they strive to 
contribute beyond the call of duty, and what is their take on the contributions that are 
organizationally relevant. Because behavior is necessarily the product of motivation, 
it is important that the set of behaviors being studied in motivational terms have 
coherence from the standpoint of the one actually making decisions about how and 
how much to contribute. 
I address this limitation in the OCB literature—the lack of an employee 
perspective—in the first essay and empirical study of my dissertation. I build upon the 
approach and avoidance theories of motivation in general, and self-regulatory focus 
theory (Higgins, 1997) in particular, as the foundation for developing an employee-
focused perspective on OCB. This literature highlights the fact that these two modes 
of self-regulation are associated with different goals and values, different strategic 
means for goal pursuit, and thus different behavioral routines. I argue that promotion- 
and prevention-based strategies for OCB contribution are identifiable and distinct. I 
name these promotion and prevention strategies as promotion and prevention OCB. 
While this framing of OCB constructs represents a departure from Organ’s five-fold 
typology (e.g., conscientiousness, sportsmanship, altruism, courtesy, and civic virtue), 
it opens up new directions for inquiry into individual and situational predictors of 
OCB. In this study, I investigate different individual differences associated with the 
approach and avoidance systems and full-range leadership behaviors (Bass, 1990) as 
situational variables. Consistent with emerging insights of the dynamics of regulatory 
fit (Higgins, 2000), I also explore the fit between promotion-focus and 
transformational leadership, as well as the fit between prevention-focus and 
contingent rewarding leader behavior, and its implications for OCB. 
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The first study of this thesis, a multi-stage field study, was conducted in a 
Software firm in India. In the first stage, I collected employee’s accounts (within last 
7 days) of what it means for them to go above and beyond the call of duty by 
understanding the complete situation of contribution. I qualitatively coded these 
accounts using grounded theory (Strauss & Corbin, 1990), and identified prototypical 
‘promotion focused’ and ‘prevention focused’ forms of OCB contribution. This 
exercise was then followed by the development of operational measures of promotion 
and prevention OCB. Finally, I empirically test the theoretical model that addresses 
distinct individual and situational predictors of OCB. 
ESSAY 2: DELIBERATIVE PROCESSES OF PROFFERING AND 
WITHHOLDING DISCRETIONARY CONTRIBUTIONS (OCB) AT WORK 
In the extant OB literature, OCB is regarded as discretionary behavior, which 
means that employees can choose whether or not they will make citizenship 
contributions. Interestingly, while scholars have acknowledged that OCB is 
discretionary and can be withheld, this has never been empirically studied. I argue 
that researchers have paid insufficient attention to the set of factors influencing the 
extent to which employees withhold rather than proffer OCB. This is a fundamental 
issue because OCB has been expressly defined by scholars as discretionary behavior 
(Organ, 1988; Organ, Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 2006; Smith, Organ & Near, 1983), 
which implies that employees should be able not only to proffer but also to withhold 
citizenship contributions. And while OCB scholars have argued for decades that 
employees can respond to perceived injustice within the employee-organization social 
exchange relationship by reducing citizenship contributions, the act of withholding 
OCB contributions and the conditions under which this takes place have never been 
examined empirically. To the extent that the factors influencing decisions to withhold 
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OCB are different from those concerned with proffering contributions, the full set of 
factors influencing net levels of OCB will never be fully understood until this 
fundamental limitation or imbalance in the literature is addressed. 
I address this limitation in the OCB literature—limited consideration of the 
factors influencing the decision of employees to withhold OCB—in the second essay 
and empirical study of my dissertation. The empirical analysis of this essay was done 
in two studies--theory building and theory testing. In the theory building study, using 
an inductive qualitative approach, I asked study participants to describe a situation 
where they had the opportunity to contribute above and beyond the call of duty in a 
work/task setting, and participants were randomly assigned to focus attention on 
either a situation where they made the contribution or chose not to make the 
contribution. Within the sample of fifty participants who described events from their 
military experience, I found systematic differences in the sets of precipitating factors 
identified by the two groups—relative to those electing to make contributions, 
individuals that chose to withhold contributions 1) emphasized the dynamics of 
exchange (rather than social identification) with help recipients, 2) framed the 
situation in retrospective terms (not prospectively), and 3) focused attention on 
personal negative emotions in the situation (rather than the negative emotions of 
others). In the theory testing study, I use a deductive approach to re-examine the 
results of theory building study. The theory testing study shows the relative 
prevalence of OCB withholding and proffering within a field sample, as well as the 
differential effects of hypothesized predictors of these two forms of behavior. 
STRUCTURE OF THE DISSERTATION 
Overall, my dissertation addresses two important gaps in the OCB literature by 
adopting employee’s perspective—firstly, by providing a theoretical basis for 
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distinguishing among citizenship constructs (dimensionality), and bringing into 
sharper relief the distinct motivational systems that anchor OCB dimensions; 
secondly, by exploring distinctive predictors of OCB proffered and withheld for more 
comprehensive treatment of the motivational basis of ‘discretionary’ behaviors. 
This dissertation is organized as follows. In the Chapter Two, I define and 
elaborate the key constructs used in the two essays. I discuss past research on OCB 
development and related constructs. I also define various dimensions of OCB in the 
extant literature that I reference to in the two studies. Following this literature review, 
Chapters Three and Four present the two essays of this dissertation. The first essay 
(Chapter Three) examines the dimensionality and provides a theoretical and empirical 
basis for distinguishing among OCB constructs. In the second essay (Chapter Four), I 
examine the decisions of employees to withhold as well as to proffer OCB 
contributions in two studies,one focused on theory building, the other focused on 
theory testing. In Chapter Five I discuss the implications of my research for OCB 
scholarship. 
CHAPTER TWO 
ORGANIZATIONAL CITIZENSHIP BEHAVIOR: THE REVIEW 
 
“Within every work group in a factory, within any division in a 
government bureau, or within any department of a university are countless 
acts of cooperation without which the system would break down. We take 
these everyday acts for granted, and few of them are included in the formal 
role prescriptions for any job.” 
(Katz & Kahn, 1966, p.339) 
BACKGROUND: DEFINITION, NATURE AND TAXONOMIES 
The genesis of the concept of Good Samaritan (from the account given in 
Luke 10:30-37) in organizations—Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB)—
started when Dennis W. Organ (Organ, 1977) was trying to respond to the growing 
debate on whether there is a relationship between employee satisfaction and job 
performance. Organ suggested that this debate resolves by itself when job 
performance is defined broadly and includes OCB. That is, relevant performance must 
include not only job-specific behavior as defined in a job description, but also non-job 
specific behaviors (OCB). Organ saw a close connection between these broader 
contributions and earlier discussions of similar concepts, including “willingness to 
cooperate” (Barnard, 1938) and “innovative and spontaneous behaviors” (Katz, 1964; 
Katz & Kahn, 1966). Formally, Organ (1988) defined OCB as “Individual behavior 
that is discretionary, not directly or explicitly recognized by the formal reward 
system, and that in the aggregate promotes the efficient and effective functioning of 
the organization” (Organ, 1988, p. 4). 
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Referencing discretionary contributions (Organ, Podsakoff & Mackenzie, 
2006), the definition emphasized behaviors that are not part of the formal job 
descriptions, and behaviors involving an employee’s personal choice of whether or 
not to contribute. Referencing the absence of financial rewards, the definition 
emphasized that OCB is not directly linked to job performance or expected by others 
(managers and peers). By definition, it was also expected that such behaviors should 
in aggregate help the effective functioning of the organization. The aggregation 
referred to summation of such discretionary behaviors by a single person across time 
and also similar behaviors by others in the group, department and/or organization, 
which collectively determine organizational effectiveness. This definition has been 
used as the basis for research in organizational behavior and other fields. 
Since its inception in early 1980’s, research on OCB and related concepts has 
increased steadily in terms of both the number of papers published and the breadth of 
disciplines. Other than management sciences (organizational behavior, human 
resource management, social psychology, applied psychology), scholars in various 
disciplines (e.g., industrial and labor law, industrial relations and labor law, industrial 
engineering, ergonomics, economics) have published research on OCB. The 
distribution of number of publications within various disciplines is an indicator of the 
popularity of the concept amongst researchers and practitioners. A representative 
mapping of number of publications across different disciplines is shown in Figure 2.1. 
Within these disciplines, different terms have been used to describe OCB-like 
behavior, including prosocial organizational behaviors (cf. Brief & Motowidlo, 1986), 
extra-role behavior (cf. Van Dyne, Cummings, & Parks, 1995), organizational 
spontaneity (cf. George & Brief, 1992), and contextual performance (cf. Borman & 
Motowidlo, 1993, 1997). Although used interchangeably, there are differences in the 
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scope and nature of these taxonomies and caution is warranted in their usage 
(Podsakoff et al, 2000). Prosocial organizational behavior (POB, Brief & Motowidlo, 
1986) describes any behavior aimed at improving the welfare of a person in an 
organizational context. POB can be in-role or extra-role behavior, and it need not 
increase organizational effectiveness. Organizational Spontaneity (George & Brief, 
1992) includes all innovative and spontaneous behaviors, and in particular those 
identified by Katz (1964): helping co-workers, protecting the organization, making 
constructive suggestions, developing oneself, and spreading goodwill. Extra-Role 
Behavior (ERB) includes all behaviors intended to benefit the organization that go 
beyond the existing role expectations (Scholl, 1981). ERB though similar to OCB, 
does not include conscientiousness/compliance (central concept of OCB) as 
adherence to the organization requirements is considered in-role behavior. Finally, 
contextual performance (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993) was introduced to differentiate 
behaviors from task performance. Contextual performance (Borman & Motowidlo, 
1997, p.100) includes behaviors that “contribute to organizational effectiveness in 
ways that shape the organizational, social, and psychological context that serves as 
catalyst for task activities and processes.” CP includes interpersonal helping and job 
dedication, a concept similar to compliance as defined by Organ (1988). 
In following paragraphs, I briefly introduce the traditional five-fold typology 
of OCB as proposed by Organ and colleagues. Later, I also briefly touch upon the 
dilemma discussed in the literature regarding the state of OCB and how my studies 
will contribute to the literature. 
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Dimensions of OCB 
The OCB literature has identified at least 30 different forms of citizenship 
contribution (Podsakoff et al, 2000). The exploration of dimensions began with Ann 
Smith, when she interviewed supervisors of manufacturing plant in Southern Indiana 
(USA) by asking “What are the thing you would like your employees to do more of, 
but really can’t make them do, and for which you can’t guarantee any definite 
rewards, other than your appreciation” (Organ et al, 2006, p. 16). The development of 
OCB dimensions was guided with the assumption that managers are knowledgeable 
of the kind of work employees do and accountable for the results of the groups or 
departments and they could judge actions that will in aggregate contribute to the 
effectiveness of the organization. Based on this exercise, Smith et al (1983) identified 
altruism and generalized compliance as the two dimensions of OCB. Five years later, 
Organ (1988) expanded the framework to include three more dimensions--
sportsmanship, courtesy and civic virtue. These dimensions are considered to be the 
famous five dimensions of OCB and are discussed below. Some other forms are 
similar or related to the constructs in most cases (cf. Podsakoff et al, 2000). 
Helping. Helping behavior involves “voluntarily helping others with, or 
preventing the occurrence of, work related problems” (Podsakoff et al, 2000, p. 516). 
It includes behaviors such as helping a new member learn the techniques on the job or 
helping a specific person with overload. This form of behavior was initially labeled 
altruism by Smith et al (1983). There are other similar constructs as well in the 
literature, such as interpersonal helping (Graham, 1989), OCB-Individual (Williams 
& Anderson, 1991); interpersonal facilitation (Van Scotter & Motowidlo, 1986); and 
the helping others (George and Brief ,1992; George &Jones ,1997). 
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Conscientiousness. Conscientiousness involves “going well beyond 
minimally required levels of attendance, punctuality, housekeeping, conserving 
resources, and related matters of internal maintenance” (Organ, 1988, p. 96). Unlike 
helping which is directed towards to a person, this behavior is impersonal and directed 
towards the group, department, or organization. This behavior is reflects an 
employee’s internalization and acceptance of the rules and regulations, even when no 
one is watching. It includes behaviors like arriving at work or at meetings on time, 
and refraining from long breaks. 
Sportsmanship. Organ (1990, p. 96) defines sportsmanship as “a willingness 
to tolerate the inevitable inconveniences and impositions of work without 
complaining.” For example, some individuals accept changes in an organization 
without resisting the change, and try to adapt best to the occasional hardships or and 
deprivations like a sportsperson tolerating in good spirit. These people maintain 
positive attitude towards the group and organization and are not offended easily, and 
keep their personal interest behind organizations’ interest during grievances. 
Civic Virtue. Civic virtue represents behaviors of an employee as a citizen of 
an organization (Graham, 1986). It reflects an employee’s “constructive involvement 
in the governance or political life of the organization” (Organ, 1988). Examples 
include attending meetings at the workplace, and engaging in policy debates to 
improve the organization. 
Courtesy. Courtesy includes constructive gestures that help prevent problems 
for coworkers (Organ, 1988). While helping or altruism consists of assisting a 
colleague with some work, courtesy includes not creating extra work for coworkers. 
Courtesy includes behaviors such as informing coworkers ahead of time in case of 
absence from work or not slowing down assembly line because of a phone call. 
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THE QUANDARY 
Although the OCB literature has experienced tremendous escalation in 
research across various disciplines and provided some very interesting and important 
findings, some serious concerns have been raised (Podsakoff et al., 2000). There are 
expressed concerns in the literature regarding construct validity and dimensionality. 
VanDyne et al (1995) argues that primarily researchers have focused on data fitting 
the measure (i.e., substantive validity) rather than focusing on data fitting the theory 
(i.e. construct validity). In the latest (fourth) meta-analysis and critical review of the 
OCB literature, Lepine et al (2002, p. 52) mentions: 
 “Unfortunately, and despite the existence of three published OCB 
meta-analyses … fundamental questions remain about the OCB 
construct itself and how it relates to its dimensions.” 
Beyond construct validity concerns, researchers have questions about OCB’s 
dimensions. For instance, Lepine at al (2002) concluded that there are no meaningful 
differences in the relationships of OCB constructs with predictor variables. Some 
scholars have questioned whether OCB’s, as captured in published measures, are truly 
‘discretionary’ (e.g. Lepine et al, 2002). We now also know that employees vary on 
the extent to which they see the behavior as role required behavior, and that they are 
most inclined to perform the behaviors being measured when they see them as part of 
the job rather than discretionary (Morrison, 1994; Tepper, Lockhart & Hoobler, 
2001). Morrison (1994, p. 1561) also concluded that: 
“OCB is ill-defined and varies from one employee to the next and 
between employees and supervisors” 
Further, other scholars have questioned whether OCB’s are rewarded or not. 
(Organ & Konovsky, 1989). Some researchers have argued that OCB’s are actually 
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impression management behaviors that provide benefits to those engaging in them 
(Bolino, 1999; Eastman, 1994). 
Overall, these issues leave us with many questions. If OCB’s are role-required, 
and actually performed when rewarded, what is left of the construct? Two of three 
important assumptions of OCB (discretionary and not rewarded) in Organ’s (1988) 
definition are arguable. 
THE SOLUTION 
Given the current state of research and importance of the OCB phenomena, it 
is timely to reconsider the OCB research scholarship. In this dissertation, I argue that 
the solution is achievable if we examine the OCB phenomena from an employee’s 
perspective. In the next two chapters, I examine the issue of dimensionality of OCB 
using theories of approach and avoidance motivational systems (Carver & White, 
1984; Gray, 1972; Higgins, 1997) and test assumption associated with the 
‘discretionary’ behaviors by adopting employee’s perspective. 
CHAPTER THREE 
ESSAY 1 
ORGANIZATIONAL CITIZENSHIP BEHAVIOR (OCB) FROM AN 
EMPLOYEE’S PERSPECTIVE: OCB AS APPROACH OR AVOIDANCE 
SELF-REGULATION 
INTRODUCTION 
Organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) has been a central topic of research 
for over 25 years. In their efforts to better understand OCB’s motivational bases, 
scholars have focused attention both on the dimensionality of the construct (e.g. 
Coleman & Borman, 2000; Moorman & Blakely, 1995; Organ, 1988, 1990; 
Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, Fetter, 1990; Van Dyne, Graham, & Dienesch, 
1994) and on the individual and situational factors that uniquely predict different 
types of OCB (Farh, Podsakoff, & Organ, 1990; McNeely & Meglino, 1994; Williams 
& Anderson, 1991). These focused efforts notwithstanding, we cannot refute the 
conclusion of the most recent and comprehensive review of the literature that there is 
no compelling evidence to show that distinct dimensions of OCB are differentially 
predicted by individual and situational factors (LePine et al., 2002). 
It is interesting to observe that managers have been the primary source of 
items for OCB measures. Indeed, for most OCB measures that I have reviewed (e.g. 
Smith, Organ, & Near, 1983), researchers and managers have been the sole source for 
OCB items. On the one hand, manager input makes sense because they are uniquely 
positioned to identify behaviors that are organizationally beneficial, and they have 
knowledge of the extent to which those behaviors are discretionary. On the other 
hand, when our focus is on choices, decisions, and deliberation, the actor’s 
perspective or employee’s perspective is vital. Employees are the ones who make 
citizenship contributions, and it is their perception of families of behavior as serving 
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similar purposes that gives OCB constructs motivational meaning. Employees are 
perhaps most familiar with the actual work they do, know the full spectrum of 
discretionary contributions they make to sustain organizational systems, and know the 
extent to which they actually engage in these behaviors. It is important to recognize 
that actor and observer frameworks (representations of behavior categories and 
distinctions among them) have to be aligned in order for psychological variables 
originating in an Actor to explain observed behavior, especially where that behavior is 
predicated in some meaningful way on the discretion or choices of, that actor. That is, 
coherence of constructs at the Observer level is necessary but not sufficient. 
The concern here is not that employees (actors) are never given an opportunity 
to provide assessments of OCB—self-reports of OCB are commonplace. Rather, the 
issue is that employees have had no voice in identifying the citizenship behaviors that 
they are somehow motivated to perform. While the difference between identifying 
behaviors that others perform for OCB measures (the manager’s perspective on OCB) 
and identifying the ‘contributions that I make at work’ for OCB measures (the 
employee’s perspective on OCB) is slight, the implications for measure scope, factor 
structure, and differential prediction might be substantial. 
One notable exception to the norm of using managerially-defined OCB 
constructs is the work of Farh, Earley and Lin (1997), where Chinese employees were 
asked to provide examples of citizenship-type behaviors. While some of the behaviors 
identified by employees were similar to traditional OCB items, many additional items 
were included that employees considered relevant. While Farh and colleagues (1997) 
positioned the additional OCB items and dimensions as evidence of the culture-
specific nature of OCB, it is also clearly possible that the uniqueness of the derived 
measures reflected the difference between managerial and employee focus. The 
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findings of Farh and colleagues also provide corroboration for my argument that there 
is a possibility of having a different and meaningful factor structure of OCB’s when 
we take employees’ perspective in generating OCB dimensions. 
The assumption guiding my research is that the best way to separate out 
distinct facets of employee OCB and align them with their unique antecedents is to 
examine OCB phenomena from the standpoint of those engaging in the behavior—the 
employees. This is consistent with the basic premise of theories of reasoned action and 
planned behavior (Azjen & Fishbein, 1980; Fishbein & Azjen, 1975), which state that 
internal psychological states (beliefs and attitudes) are predictive of behavior because 
of their effects on behavioral intentions, and employees are the ones who set their 
behavioral intentions for OCB. While manager-identified OCB behaviors and 
underlying dimensions have been studied for years, we have no real basis for 
concluding that these distinctions have relevance for employees, the ones whose 
behavioral intentions are central. 
The starting point of this research is on the distinction between behavior 
categories that might matter to employees. We would be hard pressed to find any 
foundational literature highlighting the substantive meaningfulness of Organ’s (1988) 
five-fold typology of organizational citizenship behavior (i.e., altruism, 
conscientiousness, sportsmanship, courtesy, civic virtue) for employees. While the 
distinction between these facets of behavior might have relevance to managers, it is 
not clear that differences among them really matter to employees. On the other hand, 
there is strong empirical evidence from the social psychological literature on social 
motivation and self-regulation to support claims for a distinction between types of 
behavior and motivation systems (Carver, 2005; Caccioppo, Gardner, & Berntson, 
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1997; Higgins, 1997, 1998; Keltner, Gruenfeld & Anderson, 2003). I turn to these 
literatures for fresh perspective on how OCB might be meaningfully categorized. 
Articulation of an employee-centric perspective on OCB starts with an 
understanding of employee motivational systems—employee thinking on how to 
behave as well as the motivational processes giving rise to behavior. I look at OCB 
through the lens of approach and avoidance theories of social motivation in general 
(Carver, 2005; Caccioppo, Gardner, & Berntson, 1997; Keltner, Gruenfeld & 
Anderson, 2003), and self-regulatory focus theory (Higgins, 1997) in particular. I 
argue that promotion-focused individuals and prevention-focused individuals have 
substantially different motivational systems that govern how they think about 
contributing at work—that is, what sort of OCB to contribute. In this study, I argue 
that approach and avoidance motivational systems will be associated with different 
forms of OCB. By implication, I am arguing that individual differences in promotion- 
and prevention-focus differentially predict promotion- and prevention-oriented 
citizenship behavior. Further, I propose that employee behavioral intentions, 
understood as role perceptions, mediate the effects of individual differences on 
behavior. Finally, I argue that promotion and prevention focused individuals are 
differentially responsive to patterns of leadership (transformational and transactional), 
and that behavioral intentions are strongest when there is correspondence or 
regulatory fit (Higgins, 2000) between individual differences and leadership behavior 
(transformational leadership with promotion focus, transactional leadership with 
prevention focus). A schematic diagram of the model is presented in Figure 3.1. 
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Two Fundamental Motivational Systems 
In social psychological research on social motivation and self-regulation, there 
is strong empirical evidence to support claims for a systematic distinction between 
two types of behavior and motivation systems (Carver, 2005; Caccioppo, Gardner, & 
Berntson, 1997; Higgins, 1997, 1998; Keltner, Gruenfeld & Anderson, 2003). Various 
terms have been used, somewhat interchangeably, to describe these two orientations, 
including approach and avoidance (Keltner, Gruenfeld & Anderson, 2003), behavioral 
approach/appetitive and behavioral inhibition/aversive (Gray, 1982), impulse and 
constraint (Carver, 2005), self-growth motive and self-consistency motive (Earley & 
Erez, 1997), and promotion and prevention (Higgins, 1997, 1998). See table Table 3.1 
for a representative mapping of these motivational systems within the social 
psychological literature. 
Even in my own preliminary research, focusing on a few representative 
variables with undergraduate students, I have consistently observed evidence of the 
existence of this distinction. The details of the research are presented in appendix I. In 
this study, I will focus most specifically upon the dynamics of promotion and 
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prevention as articulated by Higgins (1997, 1998) as representatives of approach and 
avoidance motivational systems respectively, and draw upon the associated literatures 
for support. 
Table 3.1: Approach and Avoidance Motivational systems 
Approach System Avoidance System References* 





Higgins, Roney, Crowe, & 
Hymes (1994) 
Incentive sensitivity Threat sensitivity Zelenski & Larsen (1999) 
Behavioral Approach 
System- Appetitive System 
Behavioral Inhibition 




Constraint Carver (2005) 
Experiential System Rational System Epstein (1973,1985, 1990) 
Aggressiveness Psychoticism Eysenck (1970) 
Mastery and Performance 
Approach 
Mastery and Performance 
Avoid Elliot & McGregor (2001) 
Optimism Pessimism Chang (2001) 
Approach Inhibition Keltner, Gruenfeld, & Anderson, (2003) 
Positive Affectivity Negative affectivity Gray (1972, 1982) 
Self-growth motive Self-consistency motive Earley and Erez (1997) 
Hot system- emotional, 
impulsive, and reflexive 
Cold system- strategic, 
flexible, slower, and 
unemotional 
Metcalfe and Mischel (1999) 





Noguchi, Gohm & Dalsky 
(2006) 
Trust Distrust Lewicki, McAllister & Bies, (1998) 
* Please refer to the respective articles for the details of a particular distinction. I have 
restricted discussion here on only self-regulatory focus. 
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Self-Regulatory Focus Theory and OCB 
Emerging social psychological research on how people regulate behavior, 
approaching pleasure and avoiding pain, suggests that they are guided by two distinct 
motivational systems—prevention and promotion1—that jointly shape perceptual 
processes and behavior (Higgins, 1997, 1998; Higgins, Roney, Crowe, & Hymes, 
1994). Higgins (1997) argues that, each mode of self-regulation is associated with 
unique strategic ends and strategic means. Prevention focus is anchored in security 
needs (duties, obligations, and necessities), and is reflected in vigilance in matters 
pertaining to self-protection and safety. Promotion focus is founded on nurturance 
needs (growth, advancement, and achievement) and reflected in eagerness in the 
pursuit of advancement, growth, and accomplishment (Brockner & Higgins, 2001). 
Past empirical findings in social psychology have also shown that promotion- 
and prevention-focused individuals have very different views on what it means to 
behave effectively within interpersonal relationships. That is, while prevention-
oriented individuals focus attention on problems in existing circumstances relative to 
desired end states and on negative outcomes to be avoided, promotion-oriented 
individuals focus attention on desired end states perceived as opportunities worth 
pursuing and on positive outcomes worth pursuing (Aaker & Lee, 2001; Spiegel, 
Grant-Pillow & Higgins, 2004; Pham & Higgins, 2005). 
In an interesting study of people’s ‘strategies for friendship’, Higgins, Roney, 
Crowe, and Hymes (1994) found that promotion- and prevention-focused individuals 
used very different strategies for what amounts to contextual performance or 
citizenship behavior within a friendship setting. That is, while promotion-focused 
                                                 
1 Individual differences in promotion and prevention focus have been used interchangeably as approach and 
avoidance orientation  in this discussion. Please refer to Higgins (1997) for details. 
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individuals (relative to prevention-focused individuals) used ‘approach strategies’ 
(e.g., being willing to give of yourself, and being emotionally supportive) to maintain 
friendships, prevention-focused individuals (relative to promotion-focused 
individuals) expressed a preference for ‘vigilant strategies’ (e.g., not losing contact, 
not gossiping, and not neglecting) for maintaining friendships. 
For employees, traditional distinctions among dimensions of OCB may be less 
relevant than the distinctions based on their motivational bases. On conceptual 
grounds, the application of a regulatory-focus perspective to OCB is straightforward. 
Across traditional OCB dimensions, many promotion-focused citizenship behaviors 
can be identified—anticipating others’ needs and providing assistance before even 
being asked for it (altruism), seeing and acknowledging the good things the 
organization is doing (sportsmanship), attending extra functions where one might be 
able to contribute (civic virtue). Prevention-focused OCB is also easy to identify—
being careful not to create extra work for others through careless actions (altruism), 
being careful not to find fault with what the organization is doing (sportsmanship), 
and attending events when requested, even if it is not part of one’s job (civic virtue). 
While these examples have been adapted from traditional OCB measures, we would 
expect the distinction between promotion- and prevention-focus to be even more 
pronounced in a set of OCB items identified by employees. 
I argue that promotion- and prevention-focused employees hold very different 
views of what organizational citizenship behavior means—the sort of situations where 
discretionary contributions are needed and the sort of discretionary contributions that 
are most appropriate. 
 
Hypothesis 1: Promotion-focused individuals will perform more 
promotion OCB. 
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Hypothesis 2: Prevention-focused individuals will perform more 
prevention OCB. 
Further, promotion- and prevention-focused individuals have different beliefs 
about their OCB obligations at work and I propose that this will be reflected in their 
perceptions of the scope of their roles. In the past, scholars have argued that 
employees were more likely to engage in OCB if they perceive it as part of their job 
rather than extra-role (Kamdar, McAllister, & Turban, 2006; Morrison, 1994; 
Morrison & Phelps, 1999; Tepper, Lockhart & Hoobler, 2001; Zellars, Tepper & 
Duffy, 2002). Recent work by McAllister, Kamdar, Morrison and Turban (2007) 
shows that an employee’s belief about his/her OCB obligations (whether a given form 
of OCB is ‘part of the job’ rather than ‘above and beyond the call of duty’) is a strong 
predictor of OCB. 
As promotion-focused individuals adopt an approach orientation toward 
situations, take more risks, are learning goal oriented, I argue that promotion-focused 
employees will tend to view promotion-oriented forms of OCB more as part of the job 
or view their job more broadly as they perceive those behaviors as part of their job 
than the prevention focused employees. In turn, broader role definitions will be 
associated with promotion OCB. In a similar manner, prevention-focused individuals 
will tend to adopt an avoidance orientation toward situations, risk averse, and 
performance-goal oriented. I argue that prevention-focused employees will tend to 
perceive prevention-oriented forms of OCB as part of their job rather than extra-role, 
and hence will be likely to perform more of prevention OCB. Accordingly, I 
hypothesize the following: 
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Hypothesis 3: Promotion OCB role perceptions will mediate the 
relationship of employee promotion focus and promotion 
OCB. 
 Hypothesis 4: Prevention OCB role perceptions will mediate 
relationship of employee prevention focus and prevention 
OCB. 
Finally, it is important to address the contextual factors that might influence 
employee role definitions, and thus behavior. While individual differences anchor 
self-regulatory focus, it is clear that contextual factors can also orient individuals 
toward approach and/or avoidance. Within organizational settings, leader behaviors 
and group norms can have strong contextual influences on employees. Findings of 
self-regulatory theorists show that promotion- and prevention-focused individuals 
attend to different social stimuli and consequently are influenced by different types of 
appeal, a dynamic they refer as regulatory fit (Higgins, 2000). 
Regulatory fit exists when there is correspondence between strategic means 
(e.g. the nature of the setting and appeals to contribute) and self-regulatory focus, and 
empirical findings have shown that people find value in messages or appeals in 
alignment with their chronic self-regulatory focus (Higgins, 2000). Scholars have 
shown that regulatory fit enhances people’s motivation in goal pursuit (Higgins, 2002; 
Benjamin & Flynn, 2006). As an application of this concept of regulatory fit, I argue 
that people with a promotion focus will be particularly receptive to transformational 
leadership, and that people with a prevention focus will be particularly receptive to 
contingent-rewarding leadership (Higgins, 2000). 
For promotion-focused employees, regulatory fit is likely to be greatest when 
leadership behavior is transformational. Transformational leaders focus on nurturance 
 25
rather than security needs, frame appeals in terms of ideals and potential rather than 
oughts and minimum requirements, emphasize the potential for positive outcomes 
rather than threat of negative sanction, and support learning and risk taking over error-
avoidance (Burns, 1978; Bass, 1985). 
The argument for regulatory fit between transformational leadership and 
promotion-focus rests on the alignment of transformational leader behaviors with the 
priorities of promotion-focused followers. Individualized consideration, emphasizing 
follower development and growth, addresses employee nurturance needs. Idealized 
influence and inspirational motivation, reflected in communicating high expectations 
for accomplishment of mission-critical goals, highlights the importance of ideals 
rather than minimally acceptable requirements. Finally, intellectual stimulation, 
reflected in steps taken to support an environment of psychological safety where 
followers can question traditional assumptions and approaches without fear of 
recrimination for failure, provides the foundation for risk taking and learning. For 
these reasons, promotion focused individuals working under transformational leaders 
will encourage to ‘see’ broader promotion role perceptions and ‘do’ more promotion-
oriented OCB. The hypothesized interaction model predicting promotion role 
perceptions and promotion OCB is shown in Figure 3.2. 
Hypothesis 5: The positive relationship between promotion focus and 
promotion OCB role perceptions (and promotion OCB) is 
moderated by transformational leadership such that it becomes 
stronger as transformational leadership increases. 
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Figure 3.2: Hypothesized Interaction between Promotion Focus and 
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For prevention-focused employees, regulatory fit is likely contingent on the 
extent to which leaders enact transactional behaviors through contingent-rewarding. 
Prevention focus entails a preoccupation with immediate concerns, safety and security 
needs, error avoidance, and avoidance of negative sanctions (Higgins, 1997). 
Prevention-focused followers are likely to find unique value in leaders that emphasize 
immediate concerns (short-term focus), emphasize safety and security needs, support 
performance by error avoidance, and provide clarity on the bases for negative 
sanctions. Transactional leaders rely on an exchange dynamic to manage followers, 
emphasizing the accomplishment of tasks in exchange for desired rewards (Pillai, 
Schriesheim, & Williams, 1999). An employee high in prevention focus will 
reciprocate these exchanges and will do what is required to avoid any negative 
consequences. Transactional leaders will also closely monitor performance and 
intervene to take corrective actions, if needed. They will encourage instrumental 
compliance to attain positive perceptions and employee behaviors. Simultaneously, 
prevention-focused employees will find the absence of transactional leadership 
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behaviors to be particularly problematic to perform at the job. Therefore, prevention-
focused followers will value the transactional leadership behaviors and they will ‘see’ 
their role broader and ‘do’ more of the extra-role behaviors because they will ‘see’ 
prevention OCB as in-role. The role breadth of a prevention-focused employee will be 
broader under the presence of transactional leaders. A hypothesized diagram of 
transactional leadership as moderator in the relationship is shown in Figure 3.3. 
Hypothesis 6: The positive relationship between prevention focus and 
prevention-OCB role perceptions (and prevention OCB) 
moderated by transactional leadership such that it becomes 
stronger as transactional leadership increases. 
Figure 3.3: Hypothesized Interaction between Prevention Focus and 
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Sample and Procedures 
The sample for this study consisted of 206 software engineers, each of whom 
was a member of one of 46 project teams, together with the leaders of these project 
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teams. The subjects in this study worked in a software company that provides 
information technology and business process outsourcing services to companies 
around the world. Project teams chosen for this study were drawn from operations at a 
single geographic location in India. The project teams were working on specific 
projects for one of 14 different clients. The average team size was 4.54 members per 
team (median was 4). The average age of the study participants was 26.1 years. There 
were 69 % males in the study. All participants were professionally qualified: 75% 
subjects had completed a Bachelors Degree and the remaining had a Masters Degree. 
Their average total work experience was 3.50 years and average tenure in the present 
company was 1.83 years. After deletion of missing data points due to incomplete 
surveys, the final sample consisted of 206 data points from employee surveys and 203 
responses from leaders. 
The software company has three different types of business activity—service 
development, service maintenance, and research. Given similarities in the nature of 
work performed in the development and maintenance areas, these two sectors of the 
company were chosen for research attention. This company was chosen for several 
reasons: First, citizenship contributions may be most vital in teamwork settings where 
task interdependence is high and the group is working towards the creation of some 
shared product. Importantly, while discretionary contributions from an employee may 
not have personal performance relevance, they may facilitate the job performance of 
peers and/or the effectiveness of the team as a whole. Second, this company has an 
international presence and sufficiently large operations in a single location. All 
employees are professionals who are fluent in English, the working language in the 
organization, which reduces the need for translation of instruments. These employees 
are also computer-savvy and most of them have international exposure. Third, the 
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homogeneity in the sample, as employees work in teams on software-related projects 
provides us with appropriate control over occupation-related factors that we would 
otherwise have to consider. 
In this study, participation was limited to employees who were full-time 
permanent staff and had been working on the same project and the leader for at least 3 
months. The first condition was essential because software companies hire contract 
and temporary workers in addition to regular employees. With contractual or 
temporary workers, there was also a risk that they would not have assimilated the 
company’s culture. Therefore, I wanted to keep sample homogenous. The second 
condition was included to ensure sufficient interaction to warrant leader appraisal. 
Normally, in work teams of a software company, there are a few new trainees and/or 
members on probation as well. Moreover, with interaction less than 3 months, it 
would have been difficult for the supervisor to appraise their behavior in the team. 
Two surveys were administered: One to focal employees and another to their 
leaders. The focal employee form was administered with an on-line survey accessed 
from computer terminals located in training facilities within the company premises. 
The employee survey included measures of transformational leadership and 
transactional leadership, self-regulatory focus (promotion and prevention), and role 
perceptions (promotion and prevention). Supervisors completed forms assessing 
employee promotion and prevention citizenship behavior. 
Subordinates responded to the surveys in their peer groups, and in the 
presence of the researcher. The researcher’s presence helped minimize consultation 
among participants during the survey completion process. Before the start of the 
survey, participants were introduced to the purpose of the study and assured that their 
responses would be kept completely confidential and never shared with the company 
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or the management. They were also told that the study is done only for academic 
research purposes and is not linked to the company’s HR activities. Leaders 
completed their surveys later in the day, and after employees had completed their 
surveys. Each survey took 15 minutes to finish. All data collection was completed 
within a 2-week period. 
Promotion and Prevention OCB: Scale Development 
In this study, I focused attention explicitly on OCB from the standpoint of 
employees, those engaging in the behavior. I theorized that promotion and prevention 
oriented citizenship behaviors are distinct. Because these were new constructs, I 
conducted preliminary work with additional subjects to develop suitable measures. 
Measure development work consisted of employee interviews and qualitative analysis 
of interview transcripts to develop an item pool, expert assessment of developed 
items, and pilot testing of measure items. 
Structured 45-minute personal interviews were conducted with 45 project 
team members from the same software services company chosen for theory testing. 
The average age of this group was 26 years, and ranged from 22 to 34 years. Their 
average total experience was 3.84 years and average experience with the present 
organization was 2.33 years. All of these employees (33 males, 12 females) were 
professionally qualified with 82% having a Bachelors degree and 18% having a 
Masters Degree. Given the emphasis on employee perspective, team leaders were not 
interviewed. As five subjects were backup leaders within teams, I excluded their 
responses from further analyses. 
Employee interview questions elicited both general information and recounts 
of personal experiences. Treating Higgins et al. (1994) as the starting point for the 
development of the promotion and prevention OCB, I aimed to understand the 
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employees’ perspective on the nature of citizenship contributions that they make at 
work. Questons asking for general information regarding the interviewee were 
followed by specific questions related to the nature of citizenship contributions made 
at work. I asked them to focus explicitly on contributions that went beyond the 
boundaries of formal role requirements or something that was not expected from them 
at work. I also probed for examples with complete description under which they chose 
to contribute as well as chose to withhold such contributions. I requested examples 
from within the last 7 days, so that the instances they shared were fresh in their mind, 
and to avoid problems of retrospective recall. The complete interview protocol is 
presented in Figure 3.4. 
To facilitate transcribing, interviews were audio recorded. In two instances, 
individuals raised concerns against recording of the interviews, so I took manual notes 
of these two interviews. I used established grounded theory procedures (Glaser & 
Strauss, 1967; Strauss & Corbin, 1990) for transcript coding and analysis. Grounded 
theory is a systematic qualitative research methodology in the social sciences, which 
assumes that theory is grounded in the qualitative data. In this method, key points 
called codes are extracted from the qualitative data and these codes are then grouped 
together as concepts. Concepts then lead to the categories and sub-categories, which 
serve as a basis for the creation of the theory. 
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Figure 3.4: Interview Protocol 
 
1. What is your specialty? Tell us about your work… 
2. Your designation: _________________ 
3. How many years experience with this company? _____years _____months 
4. Total work experience? _____years _____months 
5. When you think about what it means to really contribute at work, what 
comes to mind? 
6. Provide some words to describe your behavior at work. What is typical 
about you, your behavior, and the way you contribute at work? 
7. What sort of cues do you attend to at work (cues either from the 
organization itself or people within it)—what are the things that grab your 
attention and/or matter most? Things that you are quick to see and respond 
to. 
8. To some extent it’s useful to distinguish between the contributions expected 
of all employees and additional contributions that people can make within 
their organizations (either to people within the organization or to the 
organization itself)… When you think of contributing in these terms, what 
comes to mind? 
9. Ok, let’s get specific. I want you to focus attention on the last week of work 
(7 days). Are there specific things that come to mind, little or big, that 
would fit into the category of ‘contributing at work.’ 
10. Ok, let’s look at things from another angle. From your experiences over the 
last week of work (7 days), can you identify a situation where you had the 
opportunity to make a special contribution of some sort and chose not to do 





In my study, I used a quasi-qualitative approach, as I was trying to use the 
theoretical model of approach and avoidance as a lens while observing extra-role 
contribution strategies. My expectation, a-priori, was that, because all employees are 
in varying degrees promotion- and prevention-focused, each interviewee might 
identify both promotion and prevention focused strategies. I, along with another 
researcher, started the analysis of the first 10 interviews by identifying codes and 
concepts independently. We categorized each identified strategy as either promotion- 
or prevention-focused, based on the context in which strategy was expressed. A third 
category, neither promotion nor prevention, was also included. After analysis of the 
10 interviews, we discussed each other’s scheme and finalized a temporary category 
scheme. We then proceeded with the temporary scheme for another 10 interviews 
independently, and added concepts to the scheme as deemed pertinent to the 
categorization. As there were repetitions in the concepts and categories of the second 
half of the interviews, we finalized the category scheme and used that as the basis for 
next 20 interviews. Based on the final category scheme and the examples quoted in 
the qualitative text, we came up with 167 statements describing employee promotion 
and prevention behaviors. After removing redundant statements, general tendencies 
rather than citizenship behaviors, and unclear items, 103 OCB statements remained. 
We further refined the statements by merging sub-categories together and forming 
more inclusive statements. Upon completion of our qualitative work, we had 75 
unique statements representing 12 promotion- and 17 prevention-orientated 
citizenship behavior categories. 
I then presented the list of 75 behaviors to 23 faculty and PhD students from a 
major university specializing in management and organizational behavior area in 
South East Asia. Out of 23 experts, 10 experts responded to an online form, which 
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categorized each behavior statement as ‘primarily promotion focused’, ‘primarily 
prevention focused’ or ‘unclear’. Experts also gave feedback on the clarity of items 
and suggested ways to improve items. 
Simultaneously, an online questionnaire was sent to a pilot group of 42 
software engineers. This online form included measures of self-regulatory focus 
(Lockwood, Jordon & Kunda, 2002) and the BAS/BIS measure (Carver & White, 
1994), together with the 75 behavior statements identified earlier. For the behavior 
statements, these 42 subjects were requested to categorize statements as ‘clearly not 
expected of my job’, ‘neutral’ and ‘clearly expected of my job’. I ran an exploratory 
factor analysis (principal component analysis with promax rotation), specifying a two-
factor (promotion and prevention) solution. Admittedly, although the item to 
respondent ratio was not sufficient to do exploratory factor analysis, this procedure 
was helpful as a ‘supporting’ procedure for screening items. The screened behavior 
statements were then correlated with individual measures scores to get at the 
promotion and prevention motivational systems. The 16-item measure used for this 
study is the end-result of this multi-phase instrument development effort. Eight items 
capture promotion OCB and eight items capture prevention OCB. The final measure 
of promotion and prevention OCB is shown in Table 3.2. 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
I used the main study sample (n=206) to investigate the discriminant validity 
and measurement properties of the promotion and prevention OCB measure by 
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) using AMOS 7. I also measured in-role behavior 
(IRB) with Williams and Anderson's (1991) four-item scale. Immediate supervisors 
rated each subordinate in their team on 16 items of promotion and prevention OCB 
and 4 items of the IRB. Overall, the three-factor measurement model (IRB, Promotion 
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OCB and Prevention OCB) fit the data well (CFI=0.92; GFI=0.87; TLI=0.90 and 
RMSEA=0.07). The Cronbach alpha (α) of IRB, promotion OCB and prevention 
OCB was 0.91, 0.85 and 0.79 respectively. In the model, convergent validity was 
evaluated in terms of whether each item had a statistically significant loading on its 
posited underlying latent factors. As shown in Table 3.2, the factor loadings 
(standardized coefficients) were significant (p < .01) and corresponded to the 
hypothesized latent constructs. These results display clear convergent validity. 
To ensure discriminant validity, I tested a series of hierarchically nested 
models: my hypothesized three-factor model (in-role behavior, promotion OCB and 
prevention OCB), a two-factor model (in-role behavior and OCB (promotion and 
prevention OCB together) and a one-factor model (all items together). Results of chi-
square difference tests (shown in Table 3.3) show that the hypothesized three-factor 
model provided the best fit to the next-best-fitting model (∆ χ2= 14.95, p < .001). 
Thus, there seems to be strong evidence of discriminant validity. 
As there is no single agreed upon indicator of model fit, the following set of fit 
indices were used: Comparative Fit Index (CFI) recommended by Floyd and 
Widaman (1995); the Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) and the Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) 
recommended by Marsh, Balla, and McDonald (1988); and the root-mean-squared 
error of approximation (RMSEA) recommended by Jaccard and Wan (1996). The 
overall goodness-of-fit of the model fit was good (CFI=0.92; GFI=0.87; TLI=0.90 
and RMSEA=0.07). Values greater than or equal to 0.90 for CFI (Hu & Bentler, 
1995) and RMSEA less than 0.08 show adequate fit (Browne & Cudec, 1993). In 
short,the proposed model fit the data well, and promotion and prevention OCB are 
different from each other as well as from in-role behavior. 
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Table 3.2: Results of Factor Analysis of the Hypothesized Measurement Model 
with In-Role Behavior, Promotion OCB and Prevention OCB 
Items: This person… IRB Promotion OCB 
Prevention 
OCB 
Adequately completes assigned duties 0.86   
Fulfils responsibilities specified in his/her job description 0.90   
Performs tasks that are expected of him/her 0.84   
Meets formal performance requirements of his/her job 0.80   
Helps those who are behind in their work without 
complaining, especially when project deadlines are 
pressing. 
 0.71  
Uses personal knowledge to solve organizational 
problems, even when they're not his/her responsibility.  0.68  
Actively seeks out opportunities to serve society and the 
community  0.67  
Actively shares knowledge with new team members and 
people who want to know.  0.66  
Is proactive in seeing where people are stuck, and helping 
them out.  0.65  
Helps colleagues feel wanted and valued.  0.65  
Finds ways to promote goodwill among colleagues.  0.63  
Proactively identifies people with expertise to solve 
technical problems, even though this is not a job 
requirement. 
 0.58  
Is careful not to go ‘outside the box’ from the direction the 
team is going.   0.75 
During times of overload, takes on additional 
responsibilities to lighten the load on others.   0.70 
Contributes to organizational initiatives to build up 
competencies.   0.69 
Shares knowledge of team/organizational processes with 
those who are unaware.   0.66 
Works extra hard to make up for deficiencies in what 
others have done.   0.62 
Avoids getting side tracked (going on personal 'tangents’).   0.37 
Contributes to Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) 
initiatives if asked by the organization.   0.30 
Makes a conscious effort not to be one of the last people to 
come to work   0.25 
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Table 3.3: Confirmatory Factor Analyses- Test for Discriminant Validity 
(Hierarchical Nested Models) 
 Chi Square (χ2) Df CFI GFI TLI RMSEA ∆ χ
2 ∆Df
3 Factors 325.65 159 0.92 0.87 0.90 0.07   
2 Factors 340.60 161 0.91 0.86 0.89 0.07 14.95*** 2 
1 Factor 612.89 162 0.78 0.72 0.75 0.12 272.29*** 1 
* Significant at p<.001 
Measures 
All multi-item measures other than OCB and OCB role perceptions, used in 
this study were adapted from previously validated and published instruments. The 
promotion and prevention OCB scores of employees were rated by their immediate 
supervisors. All other variables in the study were rated by the focal employee. 
Employee self-regulatory focus. As a representative of approach and 
avoidance motivational systems, I measured employee self-regulatory focus with an 
18-item instrument adapted from Lockwood, Jordon, and Kunda (2002). Two items 
from the original measure that position promotion-focus and prevention-focus as polar 
opposite constructs were excluded from the analysis on theoretical grounds. The final 
measure consisted of eight promotion-focused and eight prevention-focused items. 
The employees responded on a seven-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly 
disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Sample items include “My major goal right now is to 
achieve my ambitions” (promotion oriented) and “I am anxious that I will fall short of 
my responsibilities and obligations” (prevention focus). The reliability estimates for 
promotion- and prevention-focus were 0.70 and 0.74 respectively. 
OCB role perceptions. Employees responded to eight items appraising 
promotion and eight prevention OCB role perceptions on a five point scale ranging 
from ‘clearly not expected of my job’ to ‘somewhat expected of my job’ to ‘clearly 
expected of my job’. These items were similar to the ones appraised by supervisors 
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for measurement of promotion and prevention OCB. At the start of the survey, in 
accordance with Morrison (1994, p. 1549), employees were told ‘I am not interested 
in whether you perform these activities. Rather, I am interested whether you yourself 
see these activities as expected of your job’. The reliability estimates of promotion 
and prevention role perceptions were 0.71 and 0.72 respectively. 
Transformational Leadership. Transformational leadership behavior was 
measured with the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ Form 5X) developed 
by Bass and Avolio (1995). This measure capturing four dimensions of 
transformational leadership—intellectual stimulation, individualized consideration, 
inspirational motivation and idealized influence (attributed and behavior)—is 
currently the most widely used measure of the construct, with established evidence 
concerning reliability and validity across cultures, including India (Banerji & 
Krishnan, 2000; Hartog & Koopman, 2001; Pillai, Scandura, Williams, 1999). Each 
subordinate rated his/her immediate leader’s behavior on 5-point Likert scales ranging 
from 1 (not at all) to 5 (frequently but not always). Sample items for intellectual 
stimulation, individualized consideration, inspirational motivation, idealized 
influence- attributed and idealized influence-behavior were “Re-examines critical 
assumptions to question whether they are appropriate”; “Spends time teaching and 
coaching.”; “Talks optimistically about the future”; “Displays a sense of power and 
confidence” and “Talks to us about his/her most important values and beliefs” 
Consistent with past findings (Lowe et al., 1996; Bono & Judge, 2003), the four 
dimensions of transformational leadership were highly correlated in our data, with an 
average inter-correlation of 0.75 before aggregation. Therefore, I combined responses 
to all transformational leadership items to form a single measure of the construct. The 
reliability estimate for the aggregate transformational leadership measure was 0.94. 
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Transactional leadership. Followign Podsakoff et al (1990), transactional 
Leadership was measured with four contingent-reward items which were drawn from 
the MLQ (Bass & Avolio, 1995). A sample item included “Makes clear what 1 can 
expect to receive, if my performance meets designated standards.” Once again, as 
with transformational leadership, subordinates described the behavior of their 
immediate supervisors on a 5 point scale ranging from 1(not at all) to 5 (frequently 
but not always) . The reliability estimate for this measure was 0.73. 
Control Variables. Employee surveys also included measures of demographic 
variables- age and gender. Consistent with the OCB literature, I controlled for 
demographic variables while testing the regression models (e.g. Farh et.al. 1997). 
Levels of Analysis 
In this study, variables were theorized at two distinct levels of analysis. While 
transactional and transformational leadership behaviors were at the group level, the 
other variables (regulatory focus, role perceptions and OCB) were at the individual 
level. In past, a key drawback of leadership research has been the failure to explicitly 
specify and test the levels of analysis issue (Bass, 1990; Dansereau, Yammarino, & 
Markham, 1995; Yammarino, Spangler, & Dubinsky, 1998). While leaders may or 
may not always behave in a completely consistent manner across all followers, the 
approach taken is not completely individualized either. As my focus in this study was 
on leader behavior that is commonly accepted by the whole team, I tested whether 
leadership behaviors (transformational and transactional) are at the group level using 
recommended aggregation statistics. In literature (e.g. Bono & Judge, 2003) intra-
class correlations (ICC1 & ICC2) and inter-rater agreement (rwg(j)) are used as the basis 
for the aggregation of individual responses to the aggregate level. 
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Average intra-class correlation coefficients for transformational leadership 
were ICC1= 0.06 and ICC2= 0.21. The inter-rater agreement (rwg(j)) was 0.67 assuming 
the data to be slightly negatively skewed (James, Demaree & Wolf, 1993). For 
transactional leadership, ICC1= 0.04, ICC2= 0.17 and rwg(j) = 0.56. The ICC1 scores for 
transformational and transactional leadership behaviors were extremely low, 
suggesting very minimal between group variance in these constructs. Also ICC2 and 
rwg(j) scores were below the accepted threshold of 0.7 (Bono & Judge, 2003; Cogliser 
& Schriesheim, 2000). Overall ICC1, ICC2 and rwg(j) scores indicate that it not 
meaningful to aggregate leadership behavior scores to the group level. As 
requirements for aggregation were not met, all variables in the proposed model were 
examined at the individual level. 
Analysis 
I used SPSS version 16 to test my hypotheses. There were a few missing 
values, which were handled with mean substitution. In addition, I checked all the 
variables for univariate and multivariate outliers and they were controlled statistically. 
To test the mediation hypotheses, I followed the procedures described in Baron and 
Kenny (1986) and Preacher and Hayes (2004). I report the findings of hierarchical 
regression analyses with ordinary least squares (OLS) estimation of the moderated 
mediation model in the results section. In the analyses, I entered control variables (age 
and gender) in the regression model first, followed by other independent variables. 
RESULTS 
Table 3.4 presents descriptive statistics, correlations, and scale reliabilities 
(Cronbach alpha) of the study variables. Correlations were in the low to medium 
range. Employee promotion and prevention regulatory focus were positively 
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correlated with promotion and prevention role perceptions. The correlation between 
promotion OCB and prevention OCB was in medium range. The correlations between 
employee promotion focus and promotion OCB, and between prevention focus and 
prevention OCB, were in the hypothesized direction and significant, providing initial 
support for hypotheses 1 and 2. Consistent with past findings (Judge & Piccolo, 
2004), the correlation of transformational with transactional (contingent-reward) 
leadership was high. All reliability coefficients were satisfactory (above 0.70). 
I hypothesized that promotion-focused individuals would do more promotion 
OCB (hypothesis 1) and that prevention-focused individuals would do more 
prevention OCB (hypothesis 2). As reported in Table 3.5, promotion focus was 
positively associated with promotion OCB (ß= 0.18, p<.05; R2= .03; Table 3.5, M1) 
even after controlling for prevention focus. Concurrently, prevention focus was a 
significant positive predictor of prevention OCB (ß= 0.20, p<.05; R2= .03; Table 3.7, 
M1), after controlling for the effects of promotion focus. Thus, hypotheses 1 and 2 
were fully supported. 
Table 3.4: Descriptive Statistics, Reliability and Correlations (Essay 1) 
  Mean S.D 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1. Age 26.07 2.80 -          
2. Gender 0.70 0.46  .16 -         
3. Promotion focus 5.94 0.62 -.05 -.06 (.70)        
4. Prevention focus 4.59 1.03  .06 -.03  .32 (.74)       
5. Transformational Leadership 3.41 0.71 -.13 -.07 -.01 .11 (.94)      
6. Transactional Leadership 3.53 0.80 -.16 -.05 -.05 .11 .83 (.73)     
7. Promotion role perceptions 3.90 0.52 -.03  .06  .23 .17 .19  .18 (.71)    
8. Prevention role perceptions 3.88 0.55  .01  .01  .21 .23 .12  .05 .48 (.72)   
9. Promotion OCB 3.48 0.61 -.07 -.03  .17 .06 .01 -.04 .23 .08 (.85)  
10. Prevention OCB 3.61 0.58 -.08  .07  .08 .19 .04  .00 .20 .28 .61 (.79) 
     
Note. N=206; Internal consistency reliability coefficients (alpha) appear on the diagonal. Male=1, Female=0; Correlation coefficients above .14 are significant at p<.05, two tailed test; 
Correlation coefficients above .18 are significant at p<.01, two tailed test; Correlation coefficients above .24 are significant at p<.001, two tailed test. 
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Hypotheses 3 and 4 specified mediated relationships. Hypothesis 4 predicted 
that promotion OCB role perceptions would mediate the relationship between 
promotion focus and promotion OCB. To test the mediation hypotheses, I followed 
the recommendations of Baron and Kenny (1986) in conducting regression analyses. 
To establish mediation with the Baron and Kenny method, four conditions must hold: 
(1) the independent variable must be associated with the dependent variable; (2) the 
independent variable (IV) must be associated with the mediator (M); (3) the mediator 
should be significantly related to the dependent variable (DV); and (4) the mediator M 
should be strongly related to the DV controlling for the IV. A variable mediates the 
relationship between the IV and the DV if the above conditions hold in the predicted 
direction, and the effect of the IV on the DV is lower in the third regression equation 
than in the second regression equation. The path from IV to DV, in the presence of the 
mediator M should become insignificant in case of full mediation and will remain 
significant in case of partial mediation. 
The hierarchical regression results presented in Table 3.5, using Baron and 
Kenny method, show that the relationship between promotion focus and promotion 
OCB is partially mediated by promotion role perceptions. Employee promotion focus 
was significantly related to promotion role perceptions (ß= 0.20, p<.001; R2= .07; 
Table 3.5, M5), even after controlling for employee prevention focus. Promotion role 
perceptions were also positively related to promotion OCB (ß= 0.26, p<.001; R2= .06; 
Table 3.5, M2). In the final regression model both promotion focus (ß= 0.15, p<.05; 
Table 3.5, M3) and promotion role perceptions (ß= 0.15, p<.05; Table 3.5, M3) were 
positively associated with promotion OCB, again controlling for employee prevention 
focus and prevention role perceptions. These regression models suggest partial 
mediation and thus hints partial support for hypothesis 3. 
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Table 3.5: Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses: Promotion OCB 
 Dependent Variables  
 Promotion OCB Promotion Role Perceptions 
   M1         M2              M3         M4        M5                        M6 
Age -0.05 -0.05 -0.04 -0.05 -0.04 -0.01 
Gender -0.01 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 0.08 0.09 
Promotion focus 0.18*   0.15* 0.41          0.20** 0.17 
Prevention focus -0.04  -0.06 -0.05 0.11 0.08 
Promotion Role Perceptions   0.26*** 0.23** 0.24**  
Prevention Role Perceptions  -0.04 -0.05 -0.05  
Transformational Leadership    0.53 0.09 
Transformational Leadership X Promotion focus    -0.60 0.11 
      
F- Value 3.14* 5.85*** 4.65* 0.53 7.23*** 0.02 
Degrees of freedom 2, 196 2, 196 2,194 1,192      2, 201 1,197 
Adjusted R2 0.02 0.04 0.05 0.04          0.05 0.08 
Total R2 0.03* 0.06*** 0.08* 0.08 0.07*** 0.11 
Note: Standardized regression coefficients are reported. M1, M2, M3, M4, M5 & M6 depict model no. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 & 6 respectively. 
 *** p<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05, two- tailed test based on t-value. 
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Although Baron and Kenny’s method is widely used, scholars have argued 
that it is insufficient for testing mediation models (Holmbeck, 2002; Stone-Romero & 
Rosopa, 2008). It is important to ascertain whether the indirect effect (Sobel, 1982) of 
predictor (promotion focus) by means of promotion role perceptions on the criterion 
(promotion OCB) is significant (i.e. the indirect path through promotion role 
perceptions is significantly different from zero). This is because the total variance 
accounted for by promotion focus (independent variable) is the sum of direct and 
indirect effects. A significant indirect effect confirms that there is a fall in the total 
predictor-criterion relationship when the mediator is included (Cropanzano, Rupp & 
Byrne, 2003). To test the indirect effect in this mediated path model, I estimated 
indirect effects by the bootstrapping procedures (Efron & Tibshirani, 1993) outlined 
by Preacher and Hayes (2004). This technique involves computing confidence 
intervals around the indirect effect. If zero falls outside this 95% confidence internal, 
the indirect effect is significant and mediation is confirmed. 
The analysis revealed that the bootstrapped estimate of the indirect effect (M= 
0.04) was significantly different from zero (p< .05, 95% confidence interval = 0.01, 
0.09). As confidence intervals fell outside zero, mediation was confirmed. To 
establish full or partial mediation, I also checked total and direct effects of the 
bootstrapped regression model. The total and direct effects of the regression model 
are shown in Table 3.6. Model 1 depicts significant total effect (b (YX)) of promotion 
focus (X) on the promotion OCB (Y) (b=0.18, p<.01, two tailed test). Model 2 shows 
the effect (b (MX)) of promotion focus on the mediator- promotion role perceptions 
(b=0.18, p<.001, two tailed test). The indirect effect (b (YM.X)) of promotion role 
perceptions on the promotion OCB of employees, controlling for the promotion focus 
is shown in model 3 (b=0.25, p<.001, two tailed test) of the table. Model 4 shows the 
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direct effect (b (YX.M)) of promotion focus on the promotion OCB (b=0.13, p< 0.1., 
two tailed test), controlling for the promotion role perceptions. This result, based on 
bootstrapping, shows that there is marginal relationship between promotion focus and 
promotion OCB after controlling for promotion role perceptions, suggesting partial 
mediation. Hence, hypothesis 3 was partially supported. 
Table 3.6: Total and Direct Effect of Promotion focus on Promotion OCB after 
Controlling for Promotion Role Perceptions 
Model Equation b S.E.       t 
1 b(YX) 0.18 0.07 2.50** 
2 b(MX) 0.18 0.06 3.06*** 
3 b(YM.X) 0.25 0.08 2.93*** 
4 b(YX.M) 0.13 0.07 1.86† 
* n=201; *** p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05, †p<.1; Un-standardized coefficients are reported; 
Number of Bootstraps were 10000; Y is Promotion OCB; X is promotion oriented and M is promotion 
role perceptions. ; b(MX), is the effect of the independent variable on the proposed mediator M. 
b(YM.X), is the effect of the mediator on the dependent variable, controlling for the independent 
variable; b(YX.M) is the direct effect of the independent variable on the dependent variable, controlling 
for the mediator 
 
Hypothesis 5 postulated that prevention OCB role perceptions would mediate 
the relationship of prevention focus and prevention OCB. The results of hierarchical 
multiple regression models are presented in Table 3.7. The employee prevention focus 
was significantly related to prevention role perceptions (ß= 0.19, p<.01, ΔR2= .03; 
Table 3.7, M5) controlling for the employee promotion focus (ß= 0.15, p<.05; Table 
3.7, M5), age and gender. In this model, total R2 explained was 0.07. Model 3 (table 
2.7) shows that prevention role perceptions was positively related to prevention OCB 
(ß= 0.26, p<.001; R2= .06), controlling for promotion role perceptions. To test the 
final requirement of Baron and Kenny (1986) promotion, I entered both prevention 
focus (ß= 0.16, p<.05, two tailed test; Table 3.7, M3) and prevention role perceptions 
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(ß= 0.22, p<.01, two tailed test; Table 3.7, M3) in the regression model and they were 
positively associated with prevention OCB, even after controlling for employee 
promotion focus and promotion role perceptions. For hypothesis 4, the Baron and 
Kenny approach suggests a partial mediation. 
The significance of the Sobel’s indirect effect value (with bootstrap analysis) 
also suggests partial mediation. The indirect effect (M= 0.03) of prevention focus on 
prevention OCB via prevention role perceptions was significantly different from zero 
(p< .05, 95% confidence interval = 0.01, 0.06). The total and direct effects of the 
regression model are shown in Table 3.8. Model 1 shows that the total effect (b (YX)) 
of the employee prevention focus (X) on prevention OCB (Y) is significant (b=.11, 
p<.01, two tailed test). Model 2 shows that the direct effect (b (MX)) of prevention 
focus on prevention role perceptions (b=.11, p<.01, two tailed test) is positive and 
significant. The effect (b (YM.X)) of prevention role perceptions on prevention OCB 
of employees (b=.27, p<.001, two tailed test), controlling for the prevention focus, is 
significant. Model 4, shows the direct effect (b (YX.M)) of prevention focus on 
prevention OCB (b=.08, p<.05, two tailed test), controlling for prevention role 
perceptions. This result shows that there is a significant relationship between 
prevention focus on prevention OCB even after controlling for prevention role 
perceptions, suggesting a partial mediation. This technique also confirms the 
existence of partial meditation. Thus, hypothesis 4 was partially supported. 
 
Table 3.7: Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses: Prevention OCB 
 Dependent Variables 
 Prevention OCB  Prevention role perceptions 
  M1           M2            M3              M4     M5                       M6 
Age -0.11 -0.10 -0.11 -0.12          0.00 0.01 
Gender 0.10 0.08 0.09 0.07          0.03 0.02 
Promotion focus 0.02  -0.02 -0.01      0.15*   0.16* 
Prevention focus 0.20**  0.16* 0.13        0.19** 0.03 
Promotion role perceptions  0.08 0.08 0.08   
Prevention role perceptions  0.24*** 0.22** 0.21**   
Transactional Leadership    -0.11  -0.14 
Transactional Leadership X Prevention focus    0.06  0.25 
       
F- Value 4.29* 9.18*** 7.11***   0.03       8.18*** 0.48 
Degrees of freedom 2, 196 2, 196 2,194 1,192 2, 201 1,197 
Adjusted R2 0.02 0.08 0.09   0.09        0.06 0.06 
Total R2 0.03* 0.10*** 0.12***   0.12      0.07*** 0.08 
Note: Standardized regression coefficients are reported. M1, M2, M3, M4 M5& M6 depict model no. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 & 6 respectively. 
 *** p<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05, two- tailed test based on t-value. 
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Table 3.8: Total and Direct Effect of Prevention focus on Prevention OCB after 
Controlling for Prevention role perceptions 
Model Component Coefficient S.E. t 
1 b (YX) 0.11 0.04 2.75** 
2 b (MX) 0.11 0.04 2.94** 
3 b (YM.X) 0.27 0.07 3.66*** 
4 b (YX.M) 0.08 0.04 2.03* 
 Note: n=201; Un-standardized coefficients are reported; Number of Bootstraps were 10000; Y is 
Promotion OCB; X is promotion oriented and M is promotion role perceptions. ; b(MX), is the effect of 
the independent variable on the proposed mediator M. b(YM.X), is the effect of the mediator on the 
dependent variable, controlling for the independent variable; b(YX.M) is the direct effect of the 
independent variable on the dependent variable, controlling for the mediator 
 
The final two hypotheses, hypotheses 5 and 6, postulated moderation. 
Hypothesis 5 proposed that the positive relationship between promotion- focus and 
promotion role perceptions (or promotion OCB) will be stronger as transformational 
leadership increases. The HMR, model 6 of Table 3.5 shows that the interaction term 
of promotion focus and transformational leadership is not significant (ß= 0.11, n.s, 
two tailed test). With OLS regression, I also tested whether the interaction term of 
promotion focus and transformational leadership predicts promotion OCB, but the 
interaction term was not significant (ß= -.60, n.s, two tailed test). Further analyses 
(see Table 3.9) using bootstrapping procedures for moderated mediation model with 
covariates adapted from Preacher, Rucker, and Hayes (2007) also failed to show any 
interaction effect. Hence, hypothesis 5 was not supported. 
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Table 3.9: Results of the Moderated Mediation Model with Bootstrap Technique 
Predicting Promotion role perceptions and Promotion OCB 
 Dependent Variables 
 Promotion Role Perceptions  Promotion OCB  
 b S.E.     t     b S.E.     t 
Intercept 4.38 1.91 2.29*  0.44 2.35 0.19 
Age 0.00 0.01 0.01  -0.01 0.02 -0.78 
Gender 0.11 0.08 1.35  -0.04 0.10 -0.38 
Promotion focus -0.16 0.31 -0.51  0.40 0.37 1.08 
Promotion role perceptions   0.26 0.07 0.26**
Transformational 




0.10 0.09 1.14  -0.08 0.11 -0.76 
Note: b is Unstandardized Coefficient; S.E. is Standard Error; Number of Bootstraps were 10000 
 
In hypothesis 6, I hypothesized that with an increase in transactional leadership 
the relationship between prevention focus and prevention role perceptions (or 
prevention OCB) will become stronger. However, regression results show that the 
interaction term of transactional leadership and prevention focus does not predict 
prevention role perceptions (ß= 0.25, n.s, two tailed test) or prevention OCB (ß= 0.06, 
n.s, two tailed test). Even the moderated mediation analyses (see Table 3.10) done by 
using bootstrapping procedures (Preacher et al., 2007) were insignificant. Thus, 
hypothesis 6 was also not supported. 
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Table 3.10: Results of the Moderated Mediation Model with Bootstrap 
Technique Predicting Prevention role perceptions and Prevention OCB 
 Dependent Variables 
 Prevention Role Perceptions  Prevention OCB 
 b SE t     b SE t 
Intercept 3.83 0.72 5.26***  2.85 0.79 3.61*** 
Age 0.00 0.01 0.12  -0.02 0.01 -1.69 
Gender 0.02 0.08 0.29  0.12 0.09 1.34 
Prevention focus -0.01 0.14 -0.08  0.08 0.14 0.55 
Prevention role perceptions   0.26 0.07 3.63*** 
Transactional 




0.03 0.04 0.89  0.00 0.04 0.07 
Note: b is Unstandardized Coefficient; S.E. is Standard Error; Bootstrap 10000 
Taken together, I find support for the main-effect and mediation hypotheses, but 
not for moderation hypotheses. I discuss these findings systematically in the 
discussion session that follows. 
DISCUSSION 
This study focused attention on citizenship behavior from an actor’s 
(employee) perspective. I found that employees distinguish between promotion and 
prevention forms of OCB. I also found that employee’s individual differences in self-
regulatory focus- promotion and prevention focus- were positively associated with the 
promotion and prevention OCB. Further, I found that promotion (or prevention) role 
perceptions positively mediated relationship between promotion- focus (or 
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prevention-focus) and promotion OCB (or prevention OCB). These findings are 
relevant for scholars because 1) they shed light on the construct validity of OCB and 
2) they bring into focus distinct new motivational bases for OCB. 
Construct Validity 
In this study I established new bases for distinguishing among OCB constructs 
by adopting an employee’s perspective and by anchoring my analysis in social-
psychological theories of approach and avoidance motivation. Adopting an 
employee’s perspective on behaviors that go ‘above and beyond the call of duty’ is 
necessary because they enact these behaviors, and it is their motivational systems that 
bring this behavior about. Moreover, because social psychological theories of 
approach and avoidance motivation have been shown to have broad applicability, it 
made sense to use them as conceptual anchors for measure development. 
My findings show that OCB is a multidimensional construct, the dimensions 
of which can be distinguished and seem to reflect promotion- and prevention-focused 
behavior. Unlike recent conclusions concerning the traditional OCB measures (LePine 
et al., 2002), these findings suggest that OCB is a multidimensional construct. I find 
the employee perspective reflected in the distinction between promotion- and 
prevention-focused role definitions, as well as in supervisor appraisals of employee 
behavior. With regard to discriminant validity, I find that promotion OCB and 
prevention OCB are differentially predicted by individual differences in promotion- 
and prevention-focus respectively. As predicted, I find that the relationship between 
promotion focus and promotion OCB is mediated by promotion role perceptions such 
that individuals perceive their role more broadly, and that the relationship of 
prevention role perceptions with prevention OCB is partially mediated. However, 
study findings did not show support the role of transformational and transactional 
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leadership behaviors as conditional variables moderating the relationship between 
individual differences and role perceptions or citizenship performance. 
The new dimensionality of OCB was further supported by the fact that 
immediate supervisors of employees were able to see the distinctions in citizenship 
behaviors that employees had identified. Rigorous analysis of the employee 
interviews followed by a quantitative analysis showed that employee citizenship 
contributions could be theoretically and statistically separated into promotion- and 
prevention-OCB categories. Whereas promotion OCB captured promotion strategies 
(proactively seeking etc.), prevention OCB captured prevention strategies (vigilance, 
‘ought-driven’, etc). These measures of promotion and prevention OCB are robust, as 
they showed convergent validity within themselves and divergent validity with in-role 
behavior. 
Although there were some similarities between these new constructs and the 
traditional OCB dimensions, there were a few key differences. In the present study, 
both promotion and prevention OCB constructs have some items that are similar to 
traditional altruism and civic virtue, but it is the context that differentiates them. One 
promotion OCB-altruism item captured proactivity in helping behavior (“This person 
is proactive in seeing where people are stuck, and helping them out”). On the 
prevention side, an equivalent altruism item captured helping behavior under a 
necessity or ought condition, “During times of overload, this person takes on 
additional responsibilities to lighten the load on others.” Similarly, for civic virtue, the 
promotion-focused OCB item captured opportunities to serve one’s organization or 
society, for example, “This person actively seeks out opportunities to serve society 
and the community”. A distinct prevention-focused civic virtue item captured 
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organizationally-required civic engagement (“This person contributes to Corporate 
Social Responsibility (CSR) initiatives if asked by the organization”). 
The findings clearly show the same form of OCB (when understood from the 
standpoint of Organ’s traditional five-fold typology of OCB) can be anchored in 
different motivational systems. For example, sportsmanship has been framed as 
prevention-focused behavior (“Being careful not to find fault with what the 
organization is doing”) in the past literature and the conclusions would have been 
very different if it had been articulated in promotion-focused terms (“seeing and 
acknowledging the good things the organization is doing”). In contrast, the OCB 
items utilized here contain elements from some of the traditional dimensions of OCB 
(for instance, altruism/helping) in both promotion- and prevention-focused measures. 
The direct implication of this finding is that care should be taken with interpretations 
of past OCB research findings, where the regulatory-focus of items has not been 
carefully considered. 
Apart from the similar dimensions in the OCB literature, employees described 
new facets of OCB that entailed going “beyond the call of duty.” For instance, 
knowledge sharing and knowledge seeking behaviors were repetitively described by 
employees as citizenship behaviors. In the OCB literature, the role of knowledge 
sharing as a form of OCB has been given only limited attention (e.g. Connelly & 
Kelloway, 2003). Again, I find that knowledge sharing behaviors can be either 
promotion- or prevention-focused. Promotion oriented knowledge sharing behaviors 
involve actively sharing knowledge with the newcomers and people who want to learn 
(e.g. “This person actively shares knowledge with new team members and people who 
want to know”). On the other hand, prevention focused knowledge sharing behaviors 
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are those that are initiated/ desired by the organization (e.g. “This person contributes 
to organizational initiatives to build up competencies”). 
It is important to observe that some facets of OCB have a unique motivational 
focus. For instance, knowledge seeking behavior (e.g. “This person proactively 
identifies people with expertise to solve technical problems, even though this is not a 
job requirement”) was found to be exclusively promotion-focused in nature. Building 
rapport with the team members or other employees in the organization (e.g. “This 
person finds ways to promote goodwill among colleagues”) also emerged as a unique 
dimension of promotion- oriented citizenship contribution. 
Prevention-oriented OCB also had unique aspects going beyond traditional 
conceptions of OCB- one concerned with time as a resource, and another related to 
staying focused on the job. It is surprising to see how little attention has been given to 
the concept of ‘time’ in the OCB literature. Time is a critical element of citizenship 
behaviors, especially when contributions require the sacrifice of personal time. In this 
study, I find that employees perceive time as a resource which people have to 
sacrifice, as when they give up personal time to finish work on schedule and be at 
work before other people. Traditional OCB dimensions—conscientiousness (Organ, 
1988) and generalized compliance (Smith, Organ, & Near, 1983)—captured 
‘punctuality’ and ‘not wasting time’ elements but mingled them with other ought 
driven behaviors (e.g. housekeeping, conserving resources, and related matters of 
internal maintenance) which may or may not be perceived as going above and beyond 
by the employees. 
Another sub-dimension in the employees’ description of prevention OCB, was 
avoiding getting side tracked or going on personal tangents at work. Employees, as is 
the case for all human beings, tend to deviate their attention to things other than the 
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job in hand. As the organization desires its employees to stay focused at job (for all 
kinds of reasons), employees might have to expend extra effort to stay focused on the 
job. Thus, prevention focused people strive to avoid going on personal tangents and to 
stay focused on desirable organizational outcomes. This finding is consistent with 
Freitas, Liberman, Higgins (2002) who concluded that prevention focused individuals 
tend to resist temptations even if there are distractions. 
My findings are also in line with the Circumplex Model proposed by Moon, 
Van Dyne, & Wrobel (2004) in terms of the dimensionality of OCB. Moon and 
colleagues have argued for the existence of two major axes- one anchoring promotive 
and protective behaviors and another focusing on interpersonal and organizational 
behaviors. However, their focus was on the distinction based on the existing set 
(based on the observer’s view) of citizenship behaviors. My study steps beyond this, 
unearthing dimensionality empirically from an employee’s perspective. If we are to 
use motivational constructs to explain employee behavior, then it is essential that we 
anchor analyses in constructs that have practical relevance for employees. My 
findings show that this can be done. 
Motivational Basis 
I had argued that as frameworks for OCB change, and the emphasis shifts to 
more theoretically meaningful categories of motivated citizenship behavior, the 
explanatory models would change accordingly. This study provides one perspective 
on what such an explanatory model might look like. Similar to the Higgins et. al. 
(1994) study on ‘strategies for friendship’, which found that promotion- and 
prevention-focused individuals used very different strategies for what amounts to 
contextual performance or citizenship behavior within friendship settings, I find that 
promotion and prevention focused employees perform promotion and prevention 
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forms of OCB respectively. The findings bring further specificity to the claim of 
Dewitt & Denisi (2007) that self-regulator focus and OCB are related constructs. 
My findings show, contrary to the conclusion of LePine and colleagues 
(2002), that distinct categories of OCB do have different antecedents. I find 
significant relationships between dispositional variables and citizenship behaviors—
increased promotion-focus (and not prevention-focus) is associated with greater 
promotion OCB, and increased prevention-focus (and not promotion focus) is 
associated with greater prevention oriented OCB. Interestingly, scholars had argued 
that OCB should be determined more by individual differences than by ability and/ or 
motivational factors (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993; Motowidlo et al.,1997; Organ, 
1988; Organ & Ryan, 1995), but empirical findings had shown that this was generally 
not the case (Podsakoff et al, 2000). This study shows that individual differences may 
have greater relevance than past findings have shown, especially if the focus of 
attention is on promotion- and prevention-focused modes of self-regulation. I believe 
future research in this domain is needed to strengthen these findings. 
These findings also show, consistent with other recent findings, that 
employees will do behaviors when they see it as a part of the job. Other than 
dispositional variables as motivational factors, it is also important to understand how 
employees perceive their job responsibilities--the job breadth or role definition—and 
whether they think a particular behavior is in-role or extra-role (Morrison, 1994; 
Kamdar et al, 2006). 
The study finds that promotion and prevention role definitions partially 
mediate the relationship between dispositional variables and promotion and 
prevention OCB. Promotion focused individuals perceive promotion focused roles as 
part of their job and they are more likely to do it, whereas prevention focused 
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individuals define prevention oriented behaviors as part of their role and they are 
more likely to perform prevention OCB. These findings support earlier work on role 
definitions (Morrison, 1994; Kamdar et al, 2006) and beyond that, present different 
forms of role definitions. Although past studies had linked individual differences with 
role definitions (Kamdar et al, 2006), role definitions with OCB’s (Kamdar et al, 
2006; Morrison, 1994), and individual differences with OCB’s (Organ & Ryan, 
1995), no published study had examined the mediating effects of role definitions. By 
addressing these mediating effects, this study provides unique insight into the 
processes by which dispositional variables are linked to different forms of OCB. 
In this study, I intended to identify set of conditions under which promotion 
and prevention focused individuals will be more or less likely to make citizenship 
contributions. Earlier work on the dynamics of regulatory fit had suggested that 
promotion-focused employees would desire idealistic appeals of transformational 
leaders and prevention-focused followers would prefer the pragmatism of 
transactional leaders (or be concerned if such pragmatism was not evident in leader 
behavior) (Chaturvedi & McAllister, 2005; McAllister & Chaturvedi, 2008). 
However, the findings concerning the moderating effects of leadership were not 
supported. It may be that the organizational context—a software firm in a volatile 
industry—was a more determining factor than leadership. It is possible that leadership 
was less consequential because the work is knowledge intensive and the workforce is 
highly educated. For this setting, professionalization may be a substitute for 
leadership. Future research in this area can help disentangle limitations of this kind 
and try to establish leadership in stable contexts like manufacturing firms. I believe 
that the concept of regulatory fit has lots to offer to the understanding of 
organizational behavior. Future research can also try to explore other conditions (e.g. 
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different forms of trust) wherein approach and avoidance oriented people would find 
value and the relationship with citizenship behaviors could be strengthened. 
LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH 
Notwithstanding its contributions, this study has some limitations. First and 
foremost, this is cross-sectional work and reverse causality cannot be ruled out. It is 
hard to make conclusive statements about causality from the findings of this study 
alone. Second, while data was collected from multiple sources, concerns regarding 
common-method variance remain. A future replication of the study with longitudinal 
or laboratory designs would be most helpful to overcome these limitations. 
Third, some of the items within the derived measure of prevention-OCB 
appear to lack face-validity. Examples include: “during times of overload, takes on 
additional responsibilities to lighten the load on others”; “Contributes to 
organizational initiatives to build up competencies” and “Shares knowledge of 
team/organizational processes with those who are unaware.” For these specific items, 
an appreciation of the research context is needed to understand why they are indeed 
‘prevention-focused’ forms of OCB. In the research context of this software firm, 
while it is widely expected that individuals will be proactive in taking additional 
responsibilities, prevention focused individuals choose to taken on additional 
assignments only under special circumstances—during the times of overload, in 
response to organizational initiatives (rather than personally initiated), and as a 
prevention-focused act (to inform colleagues of their responsibilities so that they can 
be held accountable). In future research, perhaps the measure of prevention OCB 
should highlight the context in the item usage. It is important, not only here but also in 
every study, to fully capture the contextual meaning of items. 
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In terms of future research, there is a need to replicate this study in different 
contexts to more firmly establish the generalizability of these findings, as the data was 
collected from India and in the IT industry. Yet, this is a global firm with operations 
all over the world, and knowledge workers represent an expanding category in the 
workforce. Importantly, it is possible that the leadership role might become more 
prominent in other organizational contexts. Understandably, most research on 
leadership behaviors and regulatory focus variables have been conducted in western 
societies, and questions remain concerning the generalizability of such findings to 
other cultural settings (Aycan, et al., 2000; Cheng, Chou, Huang, Farh, 2004; Farh & 





DELIBERATIVE PROCESSES OF PROFFERING AND WITHHOLDING 
DISCRETIONARY CONTRIBUTIONS (OCB) AT WORK 
 
“An organization which depends solely upon its blueprints of 
prescribed behavior is a very fragile social system.” 
- Daniel Katz (1964) 
INTRODUCTION 
Since the introduction of pioneering work by Organ and colleagues (Smith, 
Organ, & Near, 1983; Bateman & Organ, Organ 1977, 1988), Organizational 
Citizenship Behavior (OCB) has been of interest to both researchers and managers 
alike (Howard, 1995; LePine, Hanson, Borman, & Motowidlo, 2000; Lepine et al., 
2002; Motowidlo, Borman, & Schmit, 1997; Motowidlo & Schmit, 1999; Organ & 
Ryan, 1995). Organ and colleagues proposed an initial definition of OCB as 
“individual behavior that is discretionary, not directly or explicitly recognized by the 
formal reward system and that in aggregate promotes the effective functioning of the 
organization” (Organ, 1988: p. 4). However, subsequent empirical findings clearly 
showed that employee pay cognitions and instrumentality beliefs were strong 
correlates of OCB (Organ & Konovsky, 1989; Hui, Lam & Law, 2000; McAllister et 
al., 2007). More recently, researchers have found that people engage in OCB most 
when they perceive it as part of the job rather than as discretionary (Kamdar et al., 
2006; Morrison, 1994; Morrison & Phelps, 1999; Tepper et al., 2001; Zellars, Tepper 
& Duffy, 2002). In part because of such findings, Organ (1997) proposed re-defining 
OCB simply as “contributions to the maintenance and enhancement of the social and 
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psychological context that supports task performance” (p. 91), leaving the 
discretionary or ‘above and beyond’ element out of the definition. Indeed, the 
evidence suggests that organizational rewards and the blueprints of prescribed 
behavior do the explaining. 
While there may be precious little that is discretionary or supererogatory in 
our contemporary measures of organizational citizenship behavior, Katz’ assertion 
concerning the fragility of systems lacking such a contribution is no less true today 
than it was in 1964. The requirements of speed, flexibility, and learning that make 
these contributions indispensable today are unquestionably stronger than they have 
been at any other time in the last 40 years. Our present concern is that scholarly 
enthusiasm for fitting data in models predicting behavior captured in a particular set 
of measures (predictive or criterion-related validity) has had the effect of directing 
research attention away from effectively capturing the social phenomena of interest 
(construct validity). Forty years after the pioneering work of Katz in identifying the 
critical role of employee contributions, we have precious little to say about the nature 
of ‘discretionary’ contributions. In its early stages, OCB scholarship flourished with 
the promise of better understanding and explaining employee discretionary 
contributions. However, all three published meta-analyses (LePine et al., 2002; Organ 
& Ryan, 1995; Podsakoff et al., 2000) of the OCB literature are inconclusive in 
making concrete arguments regarding the nature of OCB phenomena. It is therefore 
important to reconsider the discretionary or extra-role nature of organizational 
citizenship behavior. 
In this study, I re-focus OCB scholarship in three important ways. First, I 
maintain that organizational citizenship behavior is discretionary when it is viewed by 
the employees who make these contributions as such. With this understanding as the 
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point of departure, I conduct qualitative work to develop a model of OCB as such, and 
conduct an empirical study to test the model. 
Second, building on the understanding that organizational citizenship behavior 
is discretionary behavior, I maintain that it must be possible for employees to 
withhold extra-role contributions. Furthermore, I view the factors that anchor 
decisions ‘not to contribute’ as having theoretical and practical significance. In over 
twenty years of research on organizational citizenship behavior, not one empirical 
study has been published that addresses whether, and if so why, employees choose to 
withhold citizenship contributions. In qualitative analysis, I find that the underlying 
social-psychological processes associated with decisions to proffer and to withhold 
citizenship contributions are likely very different. 
Third, I broaden the scope of inquiry beyond the confines of social exchange 
theory that almost exclusively has been used to explain OCB phenomena (Organ, 
1988; Zellars & Tepper, 2003), and focus attention on additional constructs and 
categories that emerge from the qualitative analyses. 
THEORY DEVELOPMENT STUDY 
Using an inductive approach, and following established procedures for 
grounded theory (Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Strauss & Corbin, 1990) work, I examined 
how a sample of fifty soldiers recounted situations where they had the opportunity to 
make contributions beyond the call of duty. These essays from soldiers are perhaps 
the most appropriate database for a re-examination of the ‘Good Soldier Syndrome’ 
(Organ, 1988). 
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THEORY DEVELOPMENT STUDY: METHODS 
Sample 
The sample for this study consists of fifty male undergraduate students who 
had just completed two years of compulsory military service. They were enrolled in 
an undergraduate management class of 654 at a major university in Singapore. In this 
population of 654, there were 52% male, age ranged from 18 to 23 years, and 
primarily Singaporean by nationality and Chinese by ethnic descent. Each student in 
the class wrote a short essay on an assigned topic in preparation for a small-group 
tutorial discussion. A portion of these individuals were asked to describe instances 
where they had the opportunity to contribute ‘above and beyond the call of duty’ and 
make the contribution; the remaining students described instances where they had the 
opportunity to contribute ‘above and beyond the call of duty’ and they chose not to do 
so. Apart from writing the description of the instances, they were requested to 
describe their thoughts and emotions at the time and finally, to describe whether they 
chose (contribute condition) or did not choose (not to contribute condition) to 
contribute. The fifty student essays selected for analysis in this study were drawn 
from those describing national service experiences, 25 describing contribution 
situations and 25 describing instances where they withheld contributions. 
Data Collection 
The general essay topic announced in class was “Above and Beyond the Call 
of Duty: Deciding To Contribute or Not To Contribute”, and students were randomly 
assigned to report on one facet of the topic (e.g., deciding to contribute) or the other 
(e.g., deciding not to contribute). Students understood that the assignment would not 
be graded, and that its purpose was to provide an appropriate foundation for class 
discussion. In addition, the assignment was scheduled so that prior lectures and course 
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materials would not prime students with formulaic or ‘textbook’ responses. Figure 4.1 
presents the guidelines given to students for essay preparation. Of the fifty students 
who described their military experiences, twenty-five addressed the decision to 
contribute efforts ‘above and beyond the call of duty’ and twenty-five addressed the 
decision not to contribute efforts ‘above and beyond the call of duty’. 
Figure 4.1: Protocol for the Theory Building Study 
“Above and Beyond the Call of Duty”: 
 Deciding to Contribute or Not to Contribute 
From time to time people find themselves in situations where they can 
make contributions to their organizations or work groups by doing 
things that are above and beyond the call of duty. This is because 
formal routines and job descriptions can never be formulated in such a 
way that they fully cover the range of contributions that organizations 
need. 
The focus of this tutorial will be on developing a framework for 
understanding the factors influencing people’s decision to or not to 
make these contributions. You are being assigned a specific one-pager 
assignment, which will be different from the assignments given to 
others in the class. Your effort in completing this particular one-pager 
assignment will help ensure that we have an appropriate range of 
perspectives to discuss in the class. 
Your assignment is as follows: 
Think of a work or teamwork situation where you had the opportunity 
to make a contribution above and beyond the call of duty, and where 
[you chose to make the contribution (contribute condition); you chose 
not to make the contribution (not contribute condition)]. 
1) Briefly describe the situation—work/school/other, how long ago, 
and such. 
2) Describe your experience of the situation, including your thoughts 
and emotions at the time. How did you see this contribution as going 
above and beyond the call of duty? 
3) Did you seriously consider [not contributing (contribute condition); 
contributing (not contribute condition)], and if so why? As you saw the 
situation, what were the implications of contributing or not doing so 
for you, for others? 
4) Why did you decide [to contribute (contribute condition); not to 





Initially, I removed identifying information from the fifty essays, and created 
two samples—an initial sample of twenty essays (ten of each type), and a follow-up 
sample of thirty essays (fifteen of each type). I carried out detailed analyses of these 
essays, together with another researcher, using a grounded theory methodology 
(Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Strauss & Corbin, 1990). Independently, we developed 
conceptual categories for classifying behaviors, contextual factors, and motive-related 
constructs as they emerged in our reading and re-reading texts from the initial sample. 
We focused attention first on the substance of the behavior being described—the 
nature of the behavior seen as beyond the call of duty, and explanations for why it 
was perceived as such. Later, we explored how factors leading up to the contribution 
decision were described, and coded those contextual and motive-focused constructs 
we thought might provide insight. 
After thorough independent analysis of the initial sample, we discussed 
categories emerging from the data and created a consensus-based category scheme. 
We resolved disagreements by discussion and going back to the relevant text. We 
proceeded to examine the remaining data (fifteen each) based on the mutually 
agreeable category scheme, and updated our classification system as necessary. 
The final classification scheme was then given to an undergraduate research 
assistant who had no prior knowledge of OCB scholarship for categorization. There 
was 88% inter-rater agreement in the first round and differences were resolved after 
discussion with each other. 
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THEORY DEVELOPMENT STUDY: RESULTS 
I computed basic cross-tabulation statistics to identify differences in the 
frequency with which concepts and categories were discussed by those deciding to 
contribute and not to contribute. I divided these categories into three sections--
substance (what is going above and beyond the call of duty?); beneficiary (Who is the 
beneficiary?) and motivational factors (why soldiers chose/ didn’t choose to 
contribute?). I present the overall cross-tabulation frequency counts and chi-square 
statistics of each division first and later follow up with the explanation of each 
category by giving excerpts from each instance. 
Substance 
Soldiers described not only the behavior contributed/withheld but also its 
supererogatory quality. Most behaviors could be classified into one of three basic 
categories—1) more of the same work (e.g., taking on additional workload); 2) 
different work (e.g., taking on additional assignments or special projects that are 
different from the regular work performed), and 3) change-oriented work (e.g., 
contributing creative ideas or working to improve upon standard procedures). 
Explanations of the supererogatory quality of the behavior could also be classified 
into one or more of three distinct categories—personal time sacrificed, extra effort 
expended, and ideas contributed. I provide examples of episodes classified into these 
categories in Table 4.1, and frequency counts for different types of contribution and 
explanations in Table 4.2. There was some correspondence between the two sets of 
categories—new ideas contributed/withheld were usually change-oriented in nature. 
However, there was considerable overlap among the other categories—more of the 
same or different work could be performed either on personal time or during regular 
hours as extra effort. Chi-Square statistics show that there was non-significant 
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difference between the two categories. In the following table, I present excerpts from 
the essays of both instances. 
Table 4.1: Sub-categories and examples of ‘Substance’ 
Sub 
Category Example- To contribute Example- Not to Contribute 
Time 
As a specialist, this is not within my job 
scope to interfere with the commanders’ 
decisions but I felt that they could learn 
more by going to training exercise with 
us rather than train them the necessary 
skills during normal admin time. So, I 
trained them after last parade everyday 
before the start of the exercise so ensure 
they knew the basics. 
Every weekend, 2 cadets would have to 
come back to camp each day and carry 
out regimental duties… in other words, 
burn their weekend!… There was this 
particular weekend, at the very last 
minute, a fellow cadet who was 
supposed to be on duty fell ill and 
couldn't make it for the weekend 
duty… Well of course this was a pure 
volunteering act that I suppose no one 
is willing to take it on unless they are 
able to benefit from it or if they were 
given any form of incentives.” 
Effort 
During one particular mission though, 
the platoon commander and second-in-
charge were exceptionally stressed over 
the presentation… Personally, I was dog-
tired over the day’s work and I was 
contemplating on whether to lend a hand. 
Strictly speaking, I had no obligations to 
help as what they were doing was out of 
my job scope. However, the presentation 
was crucial in deciding the success of our 
mission. As much as I was tired, I did not 
want our efforts to be wasted... Hence, I 
decided to contribute in any way I could.  
My officer…asked me if I would help 
her write an entire proposal for an 
upcoming project so that she could 
submit it to the commanding officer for 
approval… This was something, which 
was beyond my job scope and my 
capabilities… However, on the other 
hand, no one else knew about me doing 
the proposal and my officer could claim 
the success all for herself. If she did 
claim rewards for the proposal, all the 
effort and time I spent would be wasted. 
Ideas 
It was insignificant to me until one day, 
when I suddenly thought of an idea on 
how to cut down on our operational 
preparation time...However, this 
wonderful idea has no direct effect on 
me. I could still meet the targeted time 
for operational readiness without the 
equipment, and in the army, a good idea 
does not send you soaring up the ranks. 
The implementation of the idea would 
also require a report and a lengthy 
description on how it works. Without any 
obvious benefits, I saw it as an extra 
piece of work upon the contribution of 
my idea.  
Not long after, I was reprimanded by 
my superior for trying to act smart and 
skip certain proceedings. I was actually 
trying to save time and be efficient by 
missing those unimportant proceedings. 
“It’s in the SOP (standard order 
proceedings)” my madam would only 
say, followed by “an order is an order” 
to override me whenever I questioned 
the efficiency of the SOPs which were 
passed down centuries ago…“Just serve 
and get lost” was one of the advises 
from my friends. “you can continue to 
try but no rules will change just 
because of you.”  
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Sub 
Category Example- To contribute Example- Not to Contribute 
More of 
the same 
As a specialist, this is not within my job 
scope to interfere with the commanders’ 
decisions but I felt that they could learn 
more by going to training exercise with 
us rather than train them the necessary 
skills during normal admin time. So, I 
trained them after last parade everyday 
before the start of the exercise so ensure 
they knew the basics. 
 
The CPC (Company Platoon 
Commander) called up my platoon 
cadets and asked us if anyone is willing 
to volunteer to stand-in for the fellow 
cadet who was sick.  
Different 
work 
Being in-charge of the paper work was 
already quite tedious but I took it upon 
myself to help my colleagues learn our 
ISO manual by holding tests for them 
while my physiotherapist-in-charge was 
not around. Also, I helped devise ways 
for them to remember certain aspects of 
the manual that were harder to learn.  
It was a task normally delegated to a 
certain platoon but instead, because of 
the incompetence and bewildering 
complex planning by my unit 
commander, he instead delegated that 
certain task to our platoon instead! My 
platoon members were aghast, as it 
would have certainly meant that our 
workload, which was already a very 
heavy responsibility, would be further 
loaded unfairly.  
Change-
oriented 
Bearing in mind of my role, I tried to 
speak as little as possible and take 
instructions from the leader… Tension 
was high in the team and it was at the 
moment that I thought it was time to go 
beyond the call of my duty and take on 
the role of being a “leader” for the team. 
 
However, things turned after a while. 
Not long after, I was reprimanded by 
my superior for trying to act smart and 
skip certain proceedings. I was actually 
trying to save time and be efficient by 
missing those unimportant proceedings. 
 
Table 4.2: Frequency Counts and Chi Square Test of ‘Substance’ 






Sub Categories    
Time 15 14 ns 
Effort 16 18 ns 
Ideas 6 3 ns 
More of the same 14 18 ns 
Different work 5 5 ns 
Change-orienteda 4 2 ns 
* ns= non significant 
a As 2 cells had expected count less than 5, we also tested difference with Fisher’s 
Exact significance test. 
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Beneficiary 
The situations that soldiers described could be distinguished in terms of the 
potential beneficiary identified. While the focus of the assignment was on 
contributions to organizations and work groups, I found only ten instances where 
either the organization or the primary work group was a direct beneficiary. Most 
frequently, soldiers reported helping either superior officers or fellow soldiers. I 
provide examples of contribution/non-contribution situations involving each of these 
potential beneficiaries in the following Table 4.3, and frequency count statistics in 
Table 4.4. 
Table 4.3: Sub-categories and examples of ‘Beneficiary’ 
Sub 
Category Example- To contribute 
Example- Not to 
Contribute 
Organization None 
It’s in the SOP (standard order 
proceedings)” my madam would 
only say, followed by “an order 
is an order” to override me 
whenever I questioned the 
efficiency of the SOPs which 
were passed down centuries ago. 
This really affected my moral 




I told myself there was no way I was 
going to volunteer to go back to help them 
as it was really none of my problem. 
However in the end, I did end up 
volunteering as the cadet who lost the 
compass was a close friend in the platoon 
and I was thinking if I do not help him, 
then who's going help him. I certainly 
could not bear to see him get more extra 
duties. 
I had just finished serving the 
duty the day before and was 
about to hand over to the next 
person as assigned… I had 
thought of taking over the duty 
from him, since there was nothing 
much for me to do that day and I 
was going to stay in camp too. 
Furthermore, helping a friend 
would mean that he will return it 
next time when I need one. 
 71
Superior 
My superior gave me the added 
responsibihty of filming the training 
overseas, over and above my main 
vocational requirements… This to me was 
going beyond what I was expected to do. I 
could easily give the excuse that I have no 
video editing knowledge, and my 
superiors would not hound me to get it 
done. Yet at the same time, considered 
volunteering myself, as I knew that my 
superiors believed in me, and would give 
me the chance to work on it, even though 
may have no prior knowledge. 
My officer requested me … if I 
would help her write an entire 
proposal for an upcoming project 
so that she could submit it to the 
commanding officer for approval. 
Primary 
work group 
Tension was high in the team and it was at 
the moment that I thought it was time to 
go beyond the call of my duty and take on 
the role of being a ‘leader’ for the team.  
Together with four other Ops-
specs, I was involved in the 
planning of transport activities 
for the army, navy and air 
force… It seemed compelling to 
help my friends out, and I 
seriously thought of covering 
their duties... However, I feared 
that all my efforts would simply 
be left unrecognized. 
 





Value (df= 1) 
Sub-Categories    
Organizationa 0 5 5.55* 
Individuals 11 11 ns 
Superiora 15 14 ns 
Primary work group 3 2 ns 
*p < .05, one-tailed; **p< .01, one-tailed;***p<.001, one-tailed; ns= non significant 
a As 2 cells had expected count less than 5, we also tested difference with Fisher’s 
Exact significance test. 
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Motivational Factors 
In this qualitative study, I found that the underlying social-psychological 
processes associated with decisions to proffer and to withhold citizenship 
contributions are very different. I found frequent and consistent mention of different 
relational logics, temporal framing and decision-making emotions. Table 4.5 shows 
significant differences in these categories for people proffering and withholding 
citizenship contributions. 






Value (df= 1) 
Relational Logic    
Identification 17 5 11.68*** 
Exchange 7 17 8.01** 
Temporal Framing    
Prospective 23 1 38.72*** 
Retrospective 2 18 21.33*** 
Decision Framing Emotions    
Others’ (-) 12 4 5.88* 
Self (+)a 5 0 5.55* 
Self (-) 2 18 21.33*** 
*p < .05, one-tailed; **p< .01, one-tailed;***p<.001, one-tailed; 
a As 2 cells had expected count less than 5, we also tested difference with Fisher’s 
Exact significance test. 
Relational Logics. I found two distinct relational logics associated with 
contribution decisions. I observed the rhetoric of exchange—discussion of benefits 
given and received in the past, as well as prospects for benefit and/or loss in the 
future—to be prevalent in discussions of withhold decisions. In contrast, I found 
frequent mention of social identification—personal attachments and membership 
sentiments—in contribution accounts. Examples of situations coded as reflecting 
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‘exchange’ and ‘identification’ orientations are presented in Table 4.6. I uncovered 
greater identification-oriented rhetoric in contribution stories, and greater exchange-
oriented rhetoric in non-contribution stories. This result seems to broaden the scope of 
inquiry beyond the confines of social exchange theory that has been predominant in 
OCB scholarship (Organ, 1988; Zellars & Tepper, 2003). 
Table 4.6: Sub-categories and examples of ‘Relational Logic’ 
Sub 
Category Example- To contribute Example- Not to Contribute 
Identification 
There was one particular piece of 
equipment which required 3 
persons’ strength time to deploy, 
however one of my mates then had 
a fever and was feeling very weak 
after the previous days’ 
assertions…The other 2 of us were 
actually not feeling great either… 
After some internal struggle, I 
decided that there was no point in 
leaving anyone behind. We entered 
the course with 12 men, and we 
will pass out of the course together 
with 12 men. There was never an 
exchange of words between us, 
there wasn’t such a need. We 
knew what we had to do. We were 
willing to cover for one of our 
comrades if he was down. 
During the nearing end of the year of 
2002, due to an unexpected increase of 
workload that faced the Ops-room, all of 
us were required to compromise no 
effort at work. To alleviate the job stress 
of my colleagues, I extended my job 
scope to help out some of their 
responsibilities. To catch up with my 
own work, I had to stay over in camp 
during the weekends. 
Exchange 
Seeing the disappointment and 
apprehension on the faces of my 
peers, I considered the options of 
volunteering as after all, I did not 
have any plans for the weekend, 
except to sleep. I had no girlfriend 
who needed my time and no other 
serious commitments that would 
adversely be affected if I had to 
perform this weekend duty. Much 
to my own surprise, I actually 
volunteered for the job. 
When my CPC rang me up and asked if 
I am willing to stand-in, some thoughts 
ran through my mind before I made the 
decision. I've already done my weekend 
duty before, why should I volunteer to 
do it one more time? There are other 
cadets who have not done a single duty 
before; they should be the ones to do the 
stand-in!!! Was there anything that I 
would gain from volunteering? Nothing! 
Why should I burn my weekend for 
some other cadet that I don't even feel 
affiliated to? Maybe I shouldn't! 
Besides, I already have plans for the 
weekend, would I turn down a weekend 
of fun and take on a boring weekend 
duty? Obviously not! I would have to 
sacrifice my priceless weekend to help 
out this poor chap who would be resting 
comfortably at home. But then again, 
why should I be the one to do it?  
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Temporal Framing. Contribution decisions were typically framed in one of 
two ways—retrospectively (e.g., focused on past events) or prospectively (e.g., 
focused on possibilities for the future). As with relational logics employed, tendencies 
in temporal framing varied across the two types of situations (see Table 4.5). While 
contribution decisions were framed primarily in prospective terms, most non-
contribution decisions appeared retrospective in nature. Examples of the episodes are 
shown in Table 4.7. 
Table 4.7: Sub-categories and examples of ‘Temporal Framing’ 
Sub 
Category Example- To contribute Example- Not to Contribute 
Prospective 
On my part, I did contribute above the 
call of duty by spending a lot of time in 
planning and communication in fact it 
was not necessary for me to work so 
hard. For me, I viewed it as an 
enriching experience as we were 
working under time constraints and 
intense pressure from higher 
leadership. 
I was just about to stand up and walk over 
to help the person when a couple of 
thoughts suddenly struck my mind. 
Taking it from a wider perspective, the 
whole idea of appointing us cadets to take 
on different roles is to let us understand 
from the bottom up, the feeling and 
experience of having to perform different 
tasks. This was to prepare us when we 
actually commission as officers, we would 
understand the feelings of our man, and 
would be able to guide them to doing 
their job. 
Retrospective 
Everyone was already dead beat and 
they continued to walk towards our 
room, too tired to care about my 
buddy. Although I was also feeling 
very tired, I decided to follow my 
buddy and help him with his search 
instead. … I felt that I should not leave 
him behind on his own as all along we 
had always been taking care of each 
other. Thus, I felt I had a responsibility 
towards him and it was only right that I 
help him. 
However things turned after a while. Not 
long after, I was reprimanded by my 
superior for trying to act smart and skip 
certain proceedings…This really affected 
my moral and intention to improve the 
working place…The army will not 
change just because I think it is more 
efficient. The army will not alter their 
SOPs just because I think they are 
unnecessary. I was enlightened and know 
what to do for the rest of my army life... 
“do and not care” This gave rise to my 




Decision Framing Emotions. I found significant differences in the emotions 
discussed across contribution decision settings. Soldiers often discussed facets of their 
own emotions and the emotions of those around them while they were making 
contribution/withhold decisions (see Table 4.8). In coding emotion-related 
information, I focused attention on those emotions discussed within the context of—
either preceding or during—the contribution decision. I coded expressions of 
happiness, eagerness, and enthusiasm as ‘positive’ emotions. I coded expressions such 
as anger, anxiety, and resentfulness as evidence of ‘negative’ emotion. Examples of 
the episodes are shown in Table 4.8. Personal negative emotions were referenced 
most frequently in situations where the individual chose to withhold a contribution. 
However, the negative emotions of others were mentioned most frequently in 
connection with decisions to make contributions. Personal positive emotions were 
referenced most in situations where the individual chose to proffer a contribution. It 
appears that people may view opportunities to contribute as ways to respond to the 
needs of others and reduce their negative emotions. It appears that people associate 
opportunities to contribute with responding to the needs of others and reducing their 
negative emotions. 
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Table 4.8: Sub-categories and examples of ‘Decision Framing Emotions’ 
Sub 
Category Example- To contribute Example- Not to Contribute 
Others (-) 
At the time of the audit, I remembered 
that everyone was quite anxious as the 
days counting down to the audit grew 
fewer and fewer… Being in-charge of 
the paper work was already quite tedious 
but I took it upon myself to help my 
colleagues learn our ISO manual by 
holding tests for them while my 
physiotherapist-in-charge was not 
around. 
My platoon members were aghast, as it 
would have certainly meant that our 
workload, which was already a very 
heavy responsibility, would be further 
loaded unfairly. 
Self (-) 
To be very honest, my heart sank when I 
heard the news because I was looking so 
much to booking out and spending the 
weekend with my friends (some of them 
had came back from overseas) and I 
really hoped that I would not have to go 
back to look for the compass. I was a 
little resentful as well as I was thinking 
this had nothing to do with us so why 
were we being asked to help them 
search. 
I also felt that our platoon was being 
mistreated and taken advantage of, as 
this was not the first time where our 
unit commander has ordered my 
platoon to do extra work. Because of 
these reasons, I felt angry and 
disillusioned, and had a strong sense of 
injustice. 
Self (+) 
At that time, as I was helping my 
colleagues, I felt quite happy and a sense 
of fulfillment as I felt I was doing 
something good and something 
responsible for my department. 
None 
Note: (+) means positive emotions and (-) means negative emotions 
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THEORY DEVELOPMENT STUDY: DISCUSSION 
The theoretical and practical starting point for this study was the question of 
how and why employees in organizations make discretionary contributions (Katz, 
1964; Organ, 1988; Smith et al., 1983). The concept of organizational citizenship 
behavior was introduced to address this specific issue, but the consensus of scholars is 
that our established measures are ill suited to capture such phenomena (Lepine et al., 
2002; Podsakoff et al., 2000), and that our explanatory and predictive models shed 
little light on the matter (Organ, 1997). Rather than allowing the discretionary quality 
of citizenship behavior to be defined away on empirical grounds (e.g., the measures 
don’t capture discretionary behavior), I had chosen to ask whether it might be possible 
to empirically capture discretionary contributions directly, and what sort of factors 
might predict and explain them. Findings from the theory building study provide a 
definite ‘Yes!’ response to the question of whether discretionary citizenship 
contributions can be captured empirically. Furthermore, I found that explanations 
concerning the motivational bases of OCB change when it is studied from the vantage 
point of employees. 
Capturing Discretionary Citizenship Behavior 
I found that subjects in the exploratory study were able to identify instances 
where they had opportunities to contribute above and beyond the call of duty. My 
findings show considerable overlap between the behaviors identified as discretionary 
in the exploratory study and the behavior captured in established OCB measures. The 
sort of ‘extra effort’ described in narratives overlapped with behavior from measures 
of altruism (Smith, et al., 1983), extra-role prosocial behavior (George, 1991), 
interpersonal OCB (Williams & Anderson, 1991), contextual performance 
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(Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994) and job dedication (Van Scotter & Motowidlo, 
1996). While time is referenced both in the qualitative data and in measures of 
conscientiousness (Smith, et al., 1983), I noted a substantive difference. The soldiers 
discussed sacrifices of personal time beyond the bounds of the regular work day, and 
measures of conscientiousness capture time use during work hours. Finally, reports of 
contributing creative ideas and introducing change incorporate elements of taking 
charge (Morrison & Phelps, 1999) and voice (Van Dyne & LePine, 1998). 
Interestingly enough, while the behaviors identified in the narratives were 
expressly discretionary, similar behaviors in the OCB literature are identified as being 
non-discretionary in nature (Organ, 1997). I maintain that it is the perception of doing 
substantially more than, or distinctively different from, what one is generally expected 
to do, that gives the behavior its supererogatory quality. It is this ‘perceived’ quality 
of the behavior that makes OCB difficult to operationalize. The solution to this 
problem, however, is not to define the element of discretion out of the construct. 
Rather, the emphasis should be on working more concertedly to incorporate it. 
Perhaps the clearest evidence that I was able to capture citizenship behavior of 
a discretionary nature is the fact that half of the subjects described situations where 
they chose to withhold contributions. It is important to observe that there were no 
fundamental differences between the two contribution situations in terms of the types 
of behavior contemplated for contribution and the factors making them above and 
beyond the call of duty. The number of instances that time, effort, and idea 
contributions were contemplated was the same for both the contribution and the non-
contribution groups. Also, the frequency with which specific beneficiaries (e.g., the 
organization, the work group, superiors) were identified differed little across the two 
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groups. What distinguished contribution from non-contribution episodes was the 
deliberative process undertaken rather than the type of contribution considered. 
Deciding to Contribute or to Withhold Contributions 
Perhaps the most important finding of this study is that employees frame 
decisions about whether or not to contribute and whether or not to withhold 
contributions in very different ways. Decisions to withhold contributions were framed 
in terms of an exchange of contribution for personal benefit, based upon reflection on 
past treatment received from the exchange partner, and with reference to one’s 
negative emotions at the time of the decision. In contrast, decisions to make 
citizenship contributions were framed in terms of social identification, based upon an 
understanding of the prospects for making a difference, and with reference to the 
present negative emotional state of the potential beneficiary. 
Having identified this fundamental difference in modes of explanation, I 
returned to the OCB literature to look for answers. I was surprised to see the high 
level of correspondence between my findings for contribution withholding and 
Organ’s social exchange framework for explaining the ‘motivational bases of 
organizational citizenship behavior’. Organ (1990, p. 66-67) observed, 
“We postulate a general tendency for people to presume at the outset… 
a social exchange relationship with the organization. This presumption 
continues until the weight of interpreted evidence indicates that such a 
relationship is not viable because of unfairness. Disconfirmation of 
fairness in social exchange is accompanied by dissatisfaction… and 
prompts a redefinition of the relationship as one of economic 
exchange… Once the threshold for perception of unfairness in social 
exchange is breached, and the relationship with the organization is 
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redefined in terms of economic exchange, a “controlled” regulation of 
OCB comes into play. Gestures of OCB that might otherwise have 
been proffered in unconstrained fashion are withheld.” 
My findings provide corroboration for Organ’s assertions—the deliberative 
processes leading to a decision to withhold contributions had a transactional or 
exchange quality, were anchored in reflection on the fairness of past treatment, and 
were colored by the decision maker’s negative affect or dissatisfaction at the time the 
contribution decision was made. What I find most amazing is the fact that Organ was 
able to formulate his ideas so precisely without having any empirical data concerning 
OCB withholding. In my review of the literature, I found plenty of studies showing 
that employees vary in the extent to which they make OCB contributions, and studies 
examining effort-withholding and shirking in general, but no published papers on why 
employees might withhold citizenship contributions. I see this as a major gap in the 
literature that this study shows must be filled. 
While Katz (1964) is oft-times credited for having identified the family of 
behavior captured in OCB measures, I was most intrigued to find what more Katz 
(1964) had to say about its motivational bases. Katz spoke at length about the role of 
identification with and internalization of organizational goals and values in priming 
innovative and spontaneous behavior. Such an orientation, Katz emphasized, 
emotionally tunes the individual to the organization. Once again, my findings provide 
corroboration for Katz’ assertions—people anchor their contribution decisions in their 
sense of identification with the organization or peer group, and they make 
contributions from the standpoint of the prospects for making a difference and with 
knowledge of the negative emotions of relationship partners that can be addressed. 
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My findings capture, in a nutshell, the divided nature of the OCB literature, 
and show that there is more than one story to tell. I believe that social exchange 
theory will continue to be proven useful as a theoretical perspective from which to 
understand the conditions under which individuals choose to withhold citizenship 
contributions. Like Organ (1990), I maintain that the true explanatory value of these 
theories may be more in explaining why individuals withhold rather than proffer 
contributions. As researchers begin to examine more systematically the conditions 
under which employees make decisions to withhold discretionary citizenship 
contributions, I will be able to confirm whether or not this is the case. On the other 
hand, I believe that OCB researchers have much to gain from exploring non-
transactional or identification-based foundations for citizen contribution. Despite the 
fact that the role of organizational identification was identified as a principal 
mechanism for inducing discretionary contributions over 50 years ago, this line of 
explanation remains un-examined empirically. There is now a rich tradition of 
research on organizational identification that may provide insights for researchers 
working to better understand and discretionary OCB (Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Hogg 
& Terry, 2000; see Riketta, 2005 for a review). Ironically perhaps, I stumbled onto 
organizational identification as a key explanatory factor because I did not ground my 
theoretical model in the established OCB literature. I believe that this dimension 
emerged so clearly in the analysis because the outcome variable of interest had a 
distinctively discretionary and supererogatory quality, something distressingly absent 
from most of our present-day OCB measures. 
Finally, I note that the perspective developed here differs markedly from 
affect-based models of the foundations for citizenship behavior and organizational 
spontaneity (George & Brief, 1992; George, 1990). The focus of these models has 
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been on the direct effects of positive affect and mood states on citizenship-type 
behavior. While I did find instances where positive affect did accompany the decision 
to contribute, I found perceptions of the negative affect of others more strongly 
associated with discretionary contributions. I suspect that when individuals not only 
perceive the needs of others but also sense and feel them, their motivation to intervene 
and do something positive is enhanced (McNeely & Meglino, 1994; Settoon & 
Mossholder, 2002) and this was evident in the findings of the theory building study. 
Overall, the findings of this study have been encouraging and have suggested 
new lines of research for OCB researchers. The findings highlight the importance of 
prospective thinking rather than retrospection, and the importance of interest 
alignment through enhanced organizational identification. While OCB scholars 
appear content to ignore such issues because they believe that citizenship behavior is 
necessarily role-based and rewarded, I am emboldened to press on. I am convinced 
that as our measures of organizational citizenship are adapted to better reflect the 
substance of the construct they were originally designed to capture, our explanatory 
models will change dramatically. The findings of this study provide clues about what 
those models will look like. Ultimately, I maintain that this study has shown real 
potential for research on the efforts that go ‘above and beyond the call of duty’. 
These findings provide a new starting point for thinking about the 
motivational systems that anchor decisions about either making or withholding 
contributions, and as such constitute provisional hypotheses for testing in subsequent 
research. These hypotheses can be formalized as follows: 
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Hypothesis 1a: There will be a positive association between social 
identification (rather than exchange) and OCB proffered. 
Hypothesis 1b: There will be a positive association between prospective 
orientation (rather than retrospective orientation) and OCB 
proffered. 
Hypothesis 1c: There will be a positive association between positive self-
emotions and negative emotional state of the beneficiary (rather 
than negative self-emotions) and OCB proffered. 
Hypothesis 2a: There will be a positive association between exchange (rather 
than social identification) and OCB withheld. 
Hypothesis 2b: There will be a positive association between retrospective 
orientation (rather than prospective orientation) and OCB 
withheld. 
Hypothesis 2c: There will be a positive association between negative self-
emotions (rather than positive self-emotions and negative 
emotional state of the beneficiary) and OCB withheld. 
THEORY TESTING STUDY 
I conducted a field study to test the hypotheses that emerged from the 
qualitative analyses. I empirically examined the relational logics, temporal 
orientations, and emotion systems of employees in a software outsourcing firm, and 
the associations of these factors with the extent to which employees contributed and 
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withheld citizenship behaviors. As an exercise in theory testing, this study 
complements the theory development work completed in the first study. 
THEORY TESTING STUDY: METHODS 
Sample and Procedures 
Subjects in this study were engineers from a major software outsourcing firm 
in India. Headquartered in India and one of the world's largest providers of 
information technology and business process outsourcing services, the firm has 
operations in more than forty countries. This company was chosen because employees 
work in teams, are professionally qualified, most of them have international exposure 
and speak English fluently, the working language in the organization. 
The sample consisted of 229 non-managerial employees and their peers (70 in 
total) from a particular location in India. In total, there were 35 teams working for 13 
different clients. Team size ranged from 5 to 15 with an average of 8.6 members. 
These teams work predominantly in the areas of development and maintenance 
functions of the business processes. Study participants were on average 26.2 years of 
age, predominantly male (71%), and well educated (69% had bachelor’s degrees, the 
remainder had masters degrees). On average, study participants had been with the 
company for 1.8 years, and had 3.6 years of work experience. 
Study participation was limited to employees who were 1) full-time permanent 
staff and 2) had been working on the same project for at least 3 months. The first 
condition was essential because software companies hire contract and temporary 
workers too. With contractual or temporary workers, there was also a risk that they 
would not have imbibed the company’s culture. Therefore, I wanted to keep sample 
homogenous. The second condition was included to ensure sufficient interaction to 
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warrant peer evaluations. Peers were randomly chosen to provide feedback 
concerning the extent to which participants withheld and made citizenship 
contributions, and we concluded that 3 months of interaction would be sufficient for 
clear perspectives on peers to be formed. While further time would have been 
beneficial, this was not practical for those project teams formed for projects lasting 
only 5-6 months. 
Three surveys were administered, one to focal employees, and two other forms 
to their peers. The focal employee survey was administered in a training room within 
the company premises, which was equipped with multiple computer terminals, with 
forms completed online. The two peer feedback forms—one focused on contributions 
made and one focused on contributions withheld—were completed by hand rather 
than online. The two members of each team providing peer appraisals did not 
participate as focal subjects. Rather, they simply described the behavior of their 
peers—one rater focused on contributions made by focal subjects, the other rater 
focused on contributions withheld. 
All self-report employee surveys from a particular team were completed at the 
same time within the training room and in my presence. My presence helped 
minimize consultation among participants during the survey completion process. I 
began data collection sessions with a brief introduction of the purpose of the study 
and its academic/research nature. I reassured participants that responses would be kept 
completely confidential and never shared with the company or the management. Peer 
feedback forms (both proffering and withholding) were completed at a different time 
than the employee self-report surveys, and mostly during evenings of the same day. 
Each participant, including focal subjects and peer appraisers, took 15 to 20 minutes 
to complete their work. 
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Measures 
In this study I used or adapted only published and validated measures. 
Subjects responded to multi-item scale questions on a 7-point Likert scale ranging 
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). All measures had reasonable 
reliability estimates. I also measured demographics of focal employees and their peers 
in their respective surveys. Full instruments that were used in this study are attached 
in the appendices V, VI and VII. 
Relational Logic 
Identification. I measured identification with the team using a 6-item scale 
developed by Mael & Ashforth (1992). All items were adapted to capture the 
employee’s identification with the team, as it was the closest unit they were working 
in. A sample item includes “When someone criticizes my team, it feels like a personal 
insult.” The internal consistency reliability estimate (α) of the measure was 0.73. 
Exchange. Exchange relational logic was measured using nine items adapted 
from Lynch, Eisenberger, and Armeli’s (1999) measure of reciprocation wariness. I 
contextualized this measure to focus on the exchange with team members. Sample 
item of the measure was “My policy is to take more from teammates than I give.” The 
reliability estimate of the measure was 0.75. 
Emotions at work 
Positive and Negative Emotions at work. A short version of Positive and 
Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS) was used to capture self and others’ emotions at 
work (Mackinnon, Jorm, Christensen, Korten, Jacomb, Rodgers, 1999). This measure 
contains five items each for positive and negative emotions. This measure was 
developed after rigorous testing of PANAS with a sample of 2651 individuals 
spanning ages 18-79. I adapted this measure to appraise not only personal emotions 
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but also the emotions of others. All responses were provided on a five-point Likert 
scale ranging from 1 (very slightly) to 5 (extremely). ‘Inspired’ and ‘upset’ are 
examples of positive and negative emotions respectively. Self-emotions at work were 
measured by asking ‘Feelings that I display at work’, whereas others’ emotions at 
work were measured by asking ‘Feelings that my team members display at work’. The 
reliability of self-positive, self-negative, others’-positive and others’-negative emotion 
at work were 0.77, 0.73, 0.78 and 0.71 respectively. 
Temporal Framing 
I adapted individual difference measures of optimism and rumination to 
capture prospective and retrospective temporal orientations at work. While the 
adapted measures still capture some of the ‘individual differences’ that the instrument 
was designed to assess, their re-articulation for a specific work setting was intended to 
give substantial weight to the state-specific aspects of temporal framing. 
Prospective. Employees’ future temporal orientation (prospective) was 
measured with seven optimism items from Revised Life Orientation Test (LOT-R) 
(Scheier, Carver & Bridges, 1994). I contextualized this measure to capture future 
orientation at work. Sample items include “At work, I hardly ever expect things to go 
my way.” and “Overall, I expect good things to happen to me at work.” The Cronbach 
alpha of this measure was 0.63. 
Retrospective. Retrospective orientation at work was captured using 10 items 
of a 13- item rumination measure developed by Trapnell & Campbell (1999). Three 
items lacking face validity as ‘retrospective’ statements were deleted. Sample items 
included “I tend to ruminate or dwell over things that happen at work.” and “I often 
reflect on episodes in my work life that I should no longer concern myself with.” The 
reliability estimate of the measure was 0.69. 
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Organizational Citizenship Behavior 
I included three distinct types of citizenship behaviors that have clear 
relevance for the software engineering context—altruism, knowledge sharing and 
taking charge. Within each team, one peer appraised citizenship contributions made 
on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (never contributes) to 5 (always contributes). 
And within each team another peer appraised citizenship contributions withheld on a 
five point scale ranging from 1 (never withholds) to 5 (always withholds). 
Altruism. I measured altruism using a 5-item measure developed by Podsakoff, 
MacKenzie, Moorman, & Fetter (1990). A sample item of this measure is ‘This 
person helps others who have been absent.’ The reliability estimate of this measure 
for contributions proffered and withheld were .90 and .87 respectively. 
Knowledge Sharing. Knowledge sharing was measured using three items from 
Faraj and Sproull (2000). A sample item included ‘This person shares unique 
expertise with less capable team members.’ The reliability estimates of this measure 
for contributions proffered and withheld were 0.83 and 0.86 respectively. 
Taking Charge. Taking charge was measured using the instrument developed 
by Morrison & Phelps (1999). A sample item is ‘This person recommends improved 
procedures for the work unit or team as a whole.’ The reliability estimate, both for 
contributions proffered and withheld was .90. 
Control Variables 
Consistent with past OCB scholarship, I controlled for demographic variables 
(age and gender) while testing the regression models (e.g. Farh et al 1997). 
Analysis 
I tested my hypotheses using ordinary least squares (OLS) regression. 
Separate regressions were run for each dependent variable- helping (proffer), 
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knowledge sharing (proffer), taking charge (proffer), helping (withhold), knowledge 
sharing (withhold) and taking charge (withhold). In the first step of the regression I 
entered gender and age as controls. In the second step I entered all the independent 
variables simultaneously. The results of the hypotheses tests do not change when a 
generalized least square (GLS) estimation technique (Hierarchical Linear Modeling 
with robust standard errors) is used. 
THEORY TESTING STUDY: RESULTS 
Means, standard deviations, and correlations for variables in the confirmatory 
study are reported in Table 4.9. The means for OCB proffered are higher than those 
for OCB withheld, and there are low to medium negative correlations between the 
corresponding constructs (e.g. altruism proffer and altruism-withhold). These findings 
suggest that the two representations of OCB are related but distinct. As hypothesized, 
identification is positively correlated with each facet of OCB proffered (altruism, 
knowledge sharing and taking charge). However, identification was not correlated 
with different facets of OCB withheld. Similarly, exchange orientation was positively 
correlated with altruism withheld and negatively correlated with altruism contributed. 
Patterns of association for temporal orientation and emotions were not as consistent in 
alignment with the foundational theory arguments. 
Based on insights from the theory development study, I had hypothesized that, 
for individuals proffering OCB, OCB would be positively associated with social 
identification (hypothesis 1a). Hierarchical regression results concerning OCB 
contributing are shown in Table 4.10. The results show a positive relationship 
between identification and altruism behavior (β=0.25, p<.001, two-tailed test), 
knowledge sharing behavior (β=0.23, p<.001, two-tailed test) and taking charge 
(β=0.23, p<.001, two-tailed test). Although not hypothesized, there was a significant 
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negative relationship of exchange orientation with altruism behavior (β=- 0.16, p<.05, 
two-tailed test). Therefore, hypothesis 1a was strongly supported. 
I proposed that there would be a positive relationship between prospective 
framing (rather than retrospective framing) and OCB proffered (hypothesis 1b). 
Regression analysis findings (Table 4.10) shows that prospective framing was 
unrelated to altruism (β= -0.06, n.s., two-tailed test), knowledge sharing (β= -0.10, 
n.s., two-tailed test) and taking charge (β= -0.05, n.s., two-tailed test). Though not 
hypothesized, I found that retrospective framing was negatively associated with 
taking charge (β= -0.14, p<.05, two-tailed test). Hypothesis 1b was not supported. 
Hypothesis 1c proposed that self-positive and other-negative emotions (rather 
than personal negative emotions) would be positively associated with OCB proffered. 
I found a positive association of self-positive emotions with altruism (β=0.16, p<.05, 
two-tailed test) and knowledge sharing (β=0.24, p<.001, two-tailed test). However, 
there was no relationship between self-positive emotions and taking charge behavior 
(β=0.11, n.s., two-tailed test). Other-negative emotions were unrelated to altruism (β= 
0.05, n.s., two-tailed test), knowledge sharing (β= 0.02, n.s., two-tailed test) and 
taking charge behaviors (β= 0.11, n.s., two-tailed test). Surprisingly, positive 
emotions of team members were negatively associated with altruism (β= -0.16, p<.05, 
two-tailed test) and knowledge sharing (β= -0.18, p<.01, two-tailed test). Hence, 
hypothesis 1c was partially supported.  
Overall, I find that identification was consistently related to all the three 
citizenship behaviors confirming support to hypothesis 1a. Self positive emotions 
were positively related to altruism and knowledge sharing behavior, supporting 
hypothesis 1c partially. Finally, as prospective orientation was unrelated to all three 
citizenship behaviors, hypothesis 1b was not supported. 
Table 4.9: Means, Standard Deviations, Scale Reliabilities, and Correlations (Essay 2) 
   Mean S.D 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 
1 Age 26.19 2.72 -                
2 Gender  0.71 .45 .12 -               
3 Identification 5.72 .96 .01 .02 (.73)              
4 Exchange 2.42 .96 -.04 .02 -.06 (.75)             
5 Self-PA 3.73 .72 -.06 .04 .22 -.05 (.77)            
6 Self-NA 1.85 .67 -.08 -.01 -.12 .15 -.16 (.73)           
7 Prospective 5.18 .85 .07 .07 .09 -.14 .28 -.24 (.63)          
8 Retrospective 3.90 .95 -.03 .07 .06 .28 .02 .21 -.19 (.69)         
9 Other-PA 4.04 .69 -.03 .08 .26 -.05 .52 -.17 .40 .02 (.78)        
10 Other-NA 1.64 .60 -.05 -.03 -.08 .10 -.15 .51 -.22 .28 -.06 (.71)       
11 Altruism-Proffer 3.55 .88 .01 .08 .25 -.20 .12 -.09 -.01 -.10 -.02 -.05 (.90)      
12 Knowledge Sharing- Proffer 3.67 .79 .05 .07 .24 -.08 .19 -.12 -.04 -.05 -.01 -.08 .81 (.83)     
13 Taking Charge- Proffer 2.92 .87 .16 .16 .22 -.08 .10 -.12 .02 -.11 .03 -.02 .63 .63 (.95)    
14 Altruism-Withhold 2.21 .84 .02 -.11 -.07 .15 -.04 .05 -.02 .06 .00 .05 -.32 -.28 -.26 (.87)   
15 Knowledge Sharing-Withhold 2.08 .86 .00 -.12 .02 .00 .01 -.04 .03 -.05 .04 .02 -.21 -.21 -.15 .69 (.86)  
16 Taking Charge-Withhold 2.44 .91 -.01 -.11 .05 -.06 -.03 .05 -.15 .04 -.07 .15 -.04 -.06 -.11 .40 .53 (.95) 
Note. N=229; Internal consistency reliability coefficients (alpha) appear on the diagonal. Male=1, Female=0; Correlation coefficients above .14 are significant at p<.05, two tailed test; Correlation coefficients above 




Table 4.10: Hierarchical Regression Analyses: Proffering OCB 
 Altruism Knowledge Sharing Taking Charge 
Variable M1 M2 M1 M2 M1 M2 
Age 0.00 -0.01 0.05 0.05 0.14* 0.14* 
Gender 0.08 0.10 0.06 0.08 0.14* 0.15* 
Identification  0.25***  0.23***  0.23***
Exchange  -0.16*  -0.05  -0.02 
Self-PA  0.16*  0.24***  0.11 
Self-NA  -0.06  -0.09  -0.12 
Prospective  -0.06  -0.10  -0.05 
Retrospective  -0.09  -0.06  -0.14* 
Other-PA  -0.16*  -0.18**  -0.09 
Other-NA  0.05  0.02  0.11 
       
F Value 0.80 4.06*** 0.80 3.74*** 5.34**   2.76** 
Df 2, 226 8, 218 2, 226 8, 218  2,226 8, 218 
Adjusted R2 -0.00 0.10 -0.00 0.09   0 .04   0.09 
Total R2 0.01 0.14*** 0.08 0.36*** 0.21**   0.36** 
Note: Standardized coefficients are reported, n =229. * p ≤ 0.05; ** p ≤ 0.01; *** p≤ 0.001. 
 
Hierarchical regression results concerning OCB contributions withheld are 
presented in Table 4.11. I hypothesized that exchange orientation rather than 
identification will be positively associated with OCB withheld (hypothesis 2a). 
Regression results show a positive association of exchange with altruism behavior 
(β=0.14, p<.05, two-tailed test), but no association of exchange with knowledge 
sharing (β= 0.03, n.s., two-tailed test) and taking charge behaviors (β= -0.08, n.s., 
two-tailed test). Therefore, hypothesis 2a was marginally supported. 
I hypothesized that retrospective framing and OCB withheld would be 
positively associated (hypothesis 2b). I found, however, that there was no relationship 
between retrospective orientation and withheld OCB’s - altruism (β= 0.02, n.s., two-
tailed test), knowledge sharing (β= -0.06, n.s., two-tailed test) and taking charge 
behaviors (β= 0.01, n.s., two-tailed test). Hypothesis 2b was not supported. 
Finally, I hypothesized that the decision to withhold OCB would be positively 
associated with the decision maker’s negative emotions (rather than the decision 
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maker’s positive emotions or the team members’ negative emotions) (hypothesis 2c). 
Regression results show that there is no relationship between employee’s negative 
emotions and withholding of altruism (β= 0.02, n.s., two-tailed test), knowledge 
sharing (β= -0.05, n.s., two-tailed test) and taking charge behaviors (β= -0.05, n.s., 
two-tailed test). Although not hypothesized, withholding taking charge behavior, was 
positively associated with negative emotions (β=0.16, p<.05, two-tailed test) of the 
team members. Hence, hypothesis 2c was not supported. 
Table 4.11: Hierarchical Regression Analyses: Withholding OCB 
 Altruism Knowledge Sharing Taking Charge 
Variable M1 M2 M1 M2 M1 M2 
Age 0.04 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 
Gender -0.11 -0.11 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.09 
Identification  -0.06  0.02  0.07 
Exchange  0.14*  0.03  -0.08 
Self-PA  -0.03  -0.01  0.03 
Self-NA  0.02  -0.05  -0.05 
Prospective  0.01  0.01  -0.13 
Retrospective  0.02  -0.06  0.01 
Other-PA  0.05  0.04  -0.05 
Other-NA  0.02  0.06  0.16* 
       
F Value 1.35 0.87     1.69 0.23 1.29   1.43 
Df 2, 226 8, 218 2, 226 8, 218 2,226 8, 218 
Adjusted R2 0.00 0.00    -0.00 0.00 0.00   0.02 
Total R2 0.01 0.04     0.01 0.02 0.01   0.06 
Note: Standardized coefficients are reported, n =229. 
* p ≤ 0.05; ** p ≤ 0.01; *** p≤ 0.001. 
 
Overall, I found that exchange orientation predicted only one form of OCB 
withholding—altruism. Hypotheses concerning the emotions of decision makers and 
potential beneficiaries were not supported either. Finally, although not hypothesized, I 
found that negative emotions of the beneficiary might make individuals more inclined 
to withhold taking charge behavior. Similarly, prospective and retrospective temporal 
orientations were unrelated in the confirmatory study. 
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GENERAL DISCUSSION 
The two studies reported here were designed to leverage the complementary 
strengths of qualitative methods for theory building and quantitative methods for 
theory testing. The objective of the theory testing study was to test empirically 
motivational systems of citizenship behaviors that were uncovered in the theory 
development study. The first study gave new insights into the motivational bases for 
proffering and withholding citizenship contributions. I found meaningful differences 
in relational logics (identification for contribution and social exchange for 
withholding), temporal orientations (prospective for contribution and retrospective for 
withholding) and emotions (the negative emotions of others for proffering, one’s own 
negative emotions for withholding). 
In the theory testing study, I found partial support for the motivational basis of 
OCB. Consistent with the findings of the theory building study, I found that the 
tendency to proffer OCB’s- altruism, knowledge sharing and taking charge- was 
associated with social identification with the team. I also found that the tendency to 
withhold altruism was associated with an elevated exchange orientation. The theory 
testing study also showed that decision makers’ positive emotions were a motivating 
factor for proffering altruism and knowledge sharing behavior. 
Relational Logics 
It is re-assuring to find the role of psychological attachment with the 
organization—organizational identification—as a motivational basis for proffering 
citizenship contributions, even after controlling for exchange concerns. This finding 
was consistent across three different types of behaviors—altruism, knowledge 
sharing, and taking charge. In the past, social exchange theory has been used to make 
explain and predict citizenship contributions and limited attention has been given to 
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organization identification effects. A study by Van Dyne and Ang (1998) found that 
contingent workers are more likely to engage in citizenship behaviors if they feel 
attached to the organization. Similarly, O’Reilly and Chatman (1986) found that 
identification and internalization of organizational values was a predictor of pro-social 
behaviors. They also found that compliance (or exchange) with a focus on gaining 
specific rewards rather than shared beliefs was unrelated to pro-social behaviors. Even 
in the theory testing study of this paper, the findings of identification logic hold over 
and beyond exchange concerns. 
I find that, controlling for organizational identification,  exchange concerns 
were instrumental in predicting altruism behavior withheld. Employees are more 
likely to withhold altruism if they perceive their relationship with the organization is 
transactional in nature. Traditionally, scholars have used concepts like the norm of 
reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960), psychological contracts (Rousseau, 1989) , social 
exchange theory (Blau, 1964) and leader member exchange (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 
1995) to explain why employees go above and beyond the call of duty (Konvosky & 
Pugh, 1994; Masterson et. al, 2000; Wayne, Shore & Liden, 1997). Surprisingly, 
similar arguments have been given by other scholars to explain why employees 
withhold OCB. They contend that employees withhold OCB when there are 
inadequate inducements from the organization (Coyle Shapiro & Kessler, 2000; 
Robinson & Morrison, 1995). 
Overall, the theory testing study reinforces those of the theory building study, 
and shows that the factors influencing the extent to which employees proffer and 
withhold OCB’s are distinct. The consistency of findings encourages scholars to look 
beyond the social exchange (Zellars & Tepper, 2003) arguments and look for 
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alternative modes to explain ‘why’ component of the decision making process of 
proffering and withholding OCB. 
Emotions at Work 
In the theory testing study, I find that positive self-emotions promote 
employees to proffer altruism and knowledge sharing behaviors. In the literature, 
Mandler (1975) and Simon (1967) argue that emotion can energize the individual 
physiologically and thus induce appropriate action. The emotions are considered the 
most strongly supported antecedent of pro-social behavior (Krebs, 1970). Emotions 
are considered important because they mediate the effect of environmental conditions 
on the employee behaviors (Spector & Fox, 2002). The findings in the theory-building 
study are consistent with other studies in the social psychological literature showing 
that positive emotions are associated with helping behavior (Isen, 1984; Penner, 
Midili, & Kegelmeyer, 1997; Salovery, Mayer, & Rosenhan, 1991). The primary 
explanation for the positive effect has been that people engage in an altruistic 
behavior as a means of making themselves continue to feel good (Isen, 1984). 
However, in the theory testing study, I didn’t find that negative emotions are related 
to OCB’s proffered or withheld. Although there are scholars who have argued a 
negative relationship with OCB’s (e.g. George, 1991), there are other scholars who 
argue that negative emotions at work lead to counterproductive workplace behaviors 
(e.g. Spector & Fox, 2002; Bies, et al., 1997). It is also possible that different negative 
emotions will trigger different employee behaviors. For example, it is possible that 
emotions like fear and/or sadness might make people withhold citizenship 
contributions, and intense negative emotions like anger or disgust might trigger 
employees to do counterproductive work behaviors. Future research in this domain 
can help to differentiate among these negative emotions. 
 97
As emotions at the workplace are not only indicative of internal states, they 
also stimulate patterns that regulate the behavior of others (Sorce, Emde, Campos & 
Klinnert, 1985), it is important to consider the emotions of others. The theory building 
study, hinted toward the important role of others’ emotions. However, the results of 
the theory testing study were not encouraging. One of the prime reasons for the 
inconsistent findings might be because the theory testing study focused on emotions 
of team members (at work) in general. I believe the results were mixed because every 
team member may or may not have similar emotions and they might not respond to a 
particular situation in a similar way. And, these mixed or aggregate emotions might 
not be able to trigger a sufficient response for proffering or withholding citizenship 
contributions. Hence, I obtained mixed results. 
In hindsight, I believe that the findings would have been stronger if the 
emotions of the beneficiary were event-specific. Every individual can proffer and 
withhold contributions depending on the situational event (Plutchik, 1989). Affective 
Events Theory (AET; Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996) can be used to conceptualize 
person and situation influences on proffering and withholding contribution behaviors, 
and the role of discrete emotions in this process. According to the AET, situations that 
employees face at work influence certain episodic behaviors through the affective 
states that these situations generate (Illies, Scott & Judge, 2006). Weiss and 
Cropanzano (1996) called these ’affect driven behaviors’ and argued that most OCB’s 
are affect driven. They further argued that affect driven behaviors fluctuate over time. 
Even Motowidlo, Borman, and Schmit (1997: 73), have defined contextual 
performance as episodic behavior: 
“From one perspective, work behavior is a continuous stream that 
flows on seamlessly as people spend time at work. . . . Streams of 
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work behavior are punctuated by occasions when people do some- 
thing that does make a difference in relation to organizational 
goals and these are the behavioral episodes that make up the 
domain of job performance” (1997: 73). 
Therefore, it might be beneficial to capture the episodic nature of emotions 
and decisions to proffer or withhold OCB. Experience sampling (Ilies & Judge, 2002; 
Ilies, Scott & Judge, 2006) would be an appropriate way to capture the episodes as 
they happen. In addition, it will be beneficial for future research to capture self and 
others’ emotions simultaneously in a particular episode to get at complete affect 
model leading to proffering and withholding decisions of citizenship contributions. 
Temporal Orientation 
Lastly, the theory building study suggested previously untapped terrain of 
temporal orientation in the OCB literature. I found that there were differences in the 
temporal framing of the deliberations leading up to contribution decisions. Decisions 
to contribute were typically framed in prospective terms (e.g., focused on possibilities 
for the future) and the decisions to withhold were framed retrospectively (e.g., 
focused on past events). However, the theory testing study was not able to capture 
subtle differences associated with the temporal framing and its impact on the 
citizenship contributions, possibly due to limitations in the adapted measures. Future 
research in this area can use qualitative methodology to get a robust measure that can 
capture temporal orientation within the context. 
LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH 
The findings of these studies should be viewed in light of the limitations. 
Although the studies (inductive and deductive) were designed to be complementary, I 
cannot neglect the inherent limitations of these approaches taken independently. 
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The inductive, grounded theory methodology used in the first study provides 
rich data for theory building, but it is constrained by the scope of the sample being 
investigated (e.g., soldiers) and the quality of the data collected (e.g., retrospective 
accounts). Still, I was able to find some consistent findings in the theory testing study 
in a different context—a software company. I recognize that differences in the 
findings might be due to differences in the two research contexts, (e.g., army versus 
software company). Further qualitative work followed by quantitative work might be 
needed to establish the generalizability of the findings to other contexts (e.g., part 
time workers, office personnel, and such). Finally, I recognize that study participants 
may have unconsciously filtered out important insights, and whether essay writers 
selected situations for discussion to show themselves in a preferred light. 
In the theory testing study, as the data was collected cross-sectionally, it is 
hard to neglect common method variance problems and ambiguities in causal 
ordering. Although I collected data from different sources, this did not fully remove 
common method concerns. Future research in controlled settings with experiments or 
longitudinal designs might help us address these issues. Another important limitation 
in the theory testing study was the unavailability of a validated measures for capturing 
concepts like temporal orientation. In hindsight, I see that the measure of optimism 
(LOTS-R) as a measure of prospective orientation was not ideal. Although I used the 
LOTS-R measure, which has been validated, to capture prospective orientation, there 
were reverse coded items (e.g. At work, I hardly ever expect things to go my way) 
focused on negative prospective concerns. This measure treated optimism (future 
focused) and pessimism (past focused) as ends on a single continuum. I believe that 
qualitative data and structured interviews can be conducted to capture the true essence 
of temporal orientation in the decision making process. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 
IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSION 
 
“Companies have to have employees who are passionate. Business has 
become a battle to find people who will bring their brains, their hearts, 
and all their energy to work with them. Anything less just is not 
enough.” 
David Pottruck 
Charles Schwab Ex- Co-CEO 
 
 
Employees are central to the effective functioning of any organization. Early 
organization theorists emphasized the importance of employees in a ‘cooperative 
system’ with a critical emphasis on employee’s ‘willingness to cooperate’ (Barnard, 
1938; Katz, 1964; Katz & Kahn, 1966; 1978; Roethlisberger & Dickson, 1939). My 
dissertation explored solutions to two issues on OCB with an employee’s perspective. 
I examined the dimensionality and motivational bases of OCB, and find partial 
support for my arguments. In this chapter of my dissertation, I discuss the theoretical 
and practical implications of the findings in Essay 1 (chapter three) and Essay 2 
(chapter four), followed by conclusion. 
THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS 
My dissertation has several theoretical implications for scholars doing 
research in the area of citizenship contributions. First, I offer a more nuanced view 
regarding the importance of employee’s perspective in the research of OCB’s. In both 
studies of my dissertation, I find that my theoretical assertions were supported by the 
empirical findings, albeit partially. Findings of Essay 1 (chapter three) open up new 
avenues for research on the dimensionality and motivational bases of OCB. I find that 
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dimensions of OCB from employee’s perspective--promotion- and prevention-OCB--
are distinct and related to different individual difference variables. In a similar vein, 
with an emphasis on the employee’s perspective, Essay 2 (chapter four) shows that 
the explanatory models for proffering and withholding OCB are not the same. 
Findings such as these bring into question some of our taken-for-granted assumptions 
about OCB motivational bases. Taken together, the findings of these two studies 
clearly point to the potential benefits of exploring OCB from an employee’s 
perspective. My argument is that the choice of OCB constructs to be used in research 
should be made on theoretical grounds, and research focused on understanding the 
motivational bases of OCB would seem to require an employee’s perspective. 
The findings of essay 1 (chapter 3) also highlight the importance of 
foundational theory to anchor measure development efforts and model building. By 
using fundamental theories of approach and avoidance motivational systems (see 
Table 3.1 for details) and theories of reasoned action and planned behavior (Azjen & 
Fishbein, 1980; Fishbein & Azjen, 1975), I uncovered two distinct sets of extra-role 
behaviors that employees are attuned to and perform at work in their efforts to make 
contributions. And these sets of behaviors include some traditional behaviors 
(altruism, civic virtue) as well as some new behaviors (knowledge sharing, knowledge 
seeking, avoiding distractions). 
In addition, the findings of essay 1 highlight the discriminant and predictive 
validity of promotion OCB and prevention OCB dimensions. This was the case both 
for OCB role definitions (differentially predicted by promotion and prevention focus) 
and for supervisor appraised behavior (differentially predicted by promotion and 
prevention OCB role definitions. The logic of explanation hypothesized and found 
was straightforward. On the one hand, promotion focused employees performed more 
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promotion OCB and were more likely to perform these behaviors when they 
perceived them as part of their job than extra-role. On the other hand, prevention 
focused employees performed more prevention OCB, when they treated that as part of 
in-role than extra- role. These findings are consistent with the argument of Morrison 
(1994), who emphasized the subjectivity of employees in perceiving the role breadth 
of their jobs. These findings also provide new perspective on the antecedents of extra-
role behaviors, and mechanisms for promoting them in organizations. 
The findings of essay 2 have theoretical significance for researchers because 
they bring into focus the ‘discretionary’ nature of citizenship behavior. When OCB is 
actually discretionary, decisions about proffering and withholding citizenship 
contributions take on different qualities. I found that the antecedents of withhold and 
proffer decisions were different. While identification logic was prominent for 
employee’s proffering contributions, it was exchange logic that was critical for 
employee’s withholding contributions. This finding reinforces the claim of Zellars 
and Tepper (2003) that researchers will make theoretical strides by looking beyond 
social exchange explanations in OCB research (Zellars & Tepper, 2003). 
The two studies in my dissertation are both focused on OCB from an 
employee’s perspective, and there is an apparent paradox in the conclusions reached. 
While the claim of essay 1 is that employees are more likely to perform citizenship 
behaviors when they view it as part of their job rather than extra-role, the claim of 
essay 2 is that OCB must be understood as ‘discretionary’ behavior. This apparent 
paradox is resolved when we recognize that in-role behavior can entail considerable 
exercise of discretion because employees cannot always contribute. Good soldiers and 
citizens are those that exercise appropriate discretion in all things, balancing personal 
interests with those of the organization. 
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Finally, I believe that this work represents only the first steps, and that, at the 
intersection of these two studies of my dissertation, there are fascinating new 
questions concerning OCB to address. Specifically, what will be the motivational 
bases for proffering and withholding promotion- and prevention-OCB? Based on the 
findings of the two studies in my dissertation, I think the relational logics will be 
different—while constructs related to identification will drive decisions to proffer 
promotion OCB and withhold prevention OCB, constructs related to exchange logic 
will drive decisions to withhold promotion OCB and proffer prevention OCB. 
PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS 
Organizations benefit tremendously when employees go beyond everyday 
expectations by putting in more effort and time on tasks, by volunteering for extra 
responsibilities, by supporting and encouraging their coworkers, or by making 
suggestions to improve work processes or systems, and by generally creating a 
positive work environment (Barnard, 1938; Katz, 1964). The findings of my 
dissertation have practical implications for managers to consider. 
First of all, my research findings capture the multi-faceted nature of those 
discretionary contributions. Organizations can benefit from both promotion- and 
prevention-focused OCB contributions. Further, because employees are, in varying 
degrees both promotion- and prevention-focused, they can be motivated to make 
contributions of both forms. These contributions may be most vital in teamwork 
settings where task interdependence is high and the group is working to create some 
shared product. Importantly, while such discretionary contributions from employees 
may not be required as part of the job, and though they may not have personal 
performance relevance, they may facilitate the job performance of other specific team 
members or the effectiveness of the team as a whole. 
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The findings of essay 1, which links individual differences to the promotion 
and prevention OCB’s, imply that employee selection decisions may have important 
implications for OCB contribution levels. In practical terms, self-regulatory focus 
may be an important factor to consider when making employee selection decisions. 
For example as the requirement of the job in marketing or advertising is to be 
proactive or being creative, manager’s can select or allocate promotion focused 
employees, whereas when the requirement of the job is audit (finance) and emphasize 
in on avoiding errors or create awareness regarding the precautionary measures 
related to safety (e.g. hospital), selecting prevention focused individuals would be 
beneficial. The findings also highlight the importance of broad role definitions, and 
efforts to promote broad role definitions are likely to bring about OCB performance. 
Finally, the findings of essay 2 give new insight into the extent to which 
employees proffer and withhold OCB contributions. These findings point to the 
importance of managing both aspects of the OCB equation—removing the 
impediments (e.g., an unsatisfactory exchange relationship) that give rise to OCB 
withhold decisions, and encouraging the sort of organizational identification that is 
foundational to OCB contribution decisions. These findings provide new lenses for 




To conclude, I believe my dissertation brings out the important role of 
adopting and understanding employee’s perspective in OCB research. I believe that 
the theoretical framework and the findings of my dissertation will stimulate 
organizational scholars, as well as practitioners, to promotion research on OCB 
contributions in a more comprehensive manner. My research findings will be helpful 
to modern managers interested in how best to motivate employees to make 
contributions that are above and beyond the call of duty. While OCB scholars appear 
content to ignore such issues because they now believe that citizenship behavior is 
necessarily role-based and rewarded, I am emboldened to press on. I am convinced 
that as our measures of organizational citizenship are adapted to better reflect the 
substance of the construct that they were originally designed to capture, our 
explanatory models will change dramatically. The findings of my study provide clues 
about what those models will look like. Ultimately, I maintain that there is real 
potential for research on organizational citizenship behavior—the ‘above and beyond 
the call of duty’ variety—to be both rigorous and relevant to organizational research. 
 106
BIBLIOGRAPHY 
Aaker, J., & Lee, A.Y. (2001). I seek pleasures, we avoid pains, The role of self 
regulatory goals in information processing and persuasion. Journal of 
Consumer Research, 28, 33–49. 
Aycan, Z., Kanungo., R.N., Mendonca, M., Yu, K., Deller, J., Stahl, G., & Kurshid, 
A. 2000. Impact of culture on human resource management practices, A 10 
country comparison. Applied Psychology: An International Review, 49,192-
221. 
Azjen, I. and Fishbein, M. (1980).Understanding Attitudes and Predicting Social 
Behavior, Prentice-Hall, Englewood Cliffs, NJ. 
Banerji, P. & Krishnan, V. R. (2000). Ethical preferences of transformational leaders, 
an empirical investigation, Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 
21, 405-413. 
Barnard, C. I. (1938). The functions of the executive. Cambridge, MA, Harvard 
University Press. 
Baron, R. M., & Kenny, D. A. (1986). The moderator–mediator variable distinction in 
social psychological research, Conceptual, strategic, and statistical 
considerations. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 51, 1173–1182. 
Bass, B. M. 1990. Bass & Stogdill's handbook of leadership, Theory, research, and 
managerial applications (3rd ed.). New York, Free Press. 
Bass, B.M., & Avolio, B.J. (1995). The Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire. Palo 
Alto, CA, Mind Garden. 
Bateman, T. S., & Organ, D. W. (1983). Job satisfaction and the good soldier, The 
relationship between affect and employee “citizenship.” Academy of 
Management Journal, 26, 587–595. 
Benjamin, L. & Flynn, F. J. (2006). Leadership style and regulatory mode, Value 
from fit? Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 100, 216-
230. 
Bies, R. J., Tripp, T. M., & Kramer, R. M. (1997). At the breaking point, cognitive 
and social dynamics of revenge in organizations. In R. A. Giacalone, & J. 
Greenberg (Eds.), Antisocial behavior in organizations ( pp. 18–36). 
Thousand Oaks, CA, Sage. 
Blau, P. M. (1964). Exchange and power in social life. New York, John Wiley & 
Sons. 
Bolino, M. C. (1999). Citizenship and impression management, Good soldiers or good 
actors? Academy of Management Review, 24, 82–98. 
 107
Bono, J.E. & Judge, T.A. (2003). Self-concordance at work, Toward understanding 
the motivational effects of transformational leaders. Academy of Management 
Journal, 46, 554-571. 
Borman, W. C., & Motowidlo, S. J. (1993). Expanding the criterion domain to include 
elements of contextual performance. In N. Schmitt, W. C. Borman, & 
Associates (Eds.), Personnel selection in organizations, 71–98. San Francisco, 
CA, Jossey-Bass. 
Borman, W. C., & Motowidlo, S. J. (1997). Task performance and contextual 
performance, The meaning for personnel selection research. Human 
Performance, 10, 99–109. 
Borman, W. C., White, L. A., & Dorsey, D. W. (1995). Effects of ratee task 
performance and interpersonal factors on supervisor and peer performance 
ratings. Journal of Applied Psychology, 80,168–177. 
Brewer, M. B. (1979). In-group bias in the minimal intergroup situation: A cognitive-
motivational analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 86, 307–324. 
Brief, A. P., & Motowidlo, S. J. (1986). Prosocial organizational behaviors. Academy 
of Management Review, 11, 710–725. 
Brockner J. & Higgins E.T. (2001). Regulatory focus theory, Implications for the 
study of emotions at work. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision 
Processes, 86, 35-66. 
Cacioppo, J., & Gardner, W.L., & Bernston, G. (1997). Beyond bipolar 
conceptualizations and measure, The case of attitudes and evaluative space. 
Personality and Social Psychology Review, 1, 3-25 
Carver, C. S. (2005). Impulse and Constraint, Perspectives From Personality 
Psychology, Convergence With Theory in Other Areas, and Potential for 
Integration. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 9, 312-333. 
Carver, C. S., & White, T. L. (1994). Behavioral inhibition, behavioral activation, and 
aVective responses to impending reward and punishment, The BIS/BAS 
scales. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 67, 319–333. 
Chaturvedi, S. & McAllister, D.J. (2005). The romance of leadership? Social 
exchange theory meets self-regulatory focus theory. Paper presented at the 
Academy of Management Annual Conference, Hawaii (HI). 
Cheng, B.S., Chou, L.F., Juang, M.P., & Farh, J.L. 2004. Paternalistic leadership and 
subordinate responses, Establishing a leadership model in Chinese 
organizations. Asian Journal of Social Psychology, 7, 89-117. 
Cogliser, C. C., & Schriesheim, C. A. (2000). Exploring work unit context and 
leader–member exchange, A multilevel perspective. Journal of Organizational 
Behavior, 21, 487–511. 
 108
Coleman, V., & Borman, W. (2000). Investigating the underlying structure of the 
citizenship performance domain. Human Resources Research Review, 10, 25-
44. 
Connelly, C.E & Kelloway, E.K. (2003). Predictors of Employees’ Perceptions of 
Knowledge Sharing Cultures. Leadership and Organisation Development 
Journal, 24, 294-301. 
Coyle-Shapiro, J., & Kessler, I. (2000). Consequences of the psychological contract 
for the employment relationship, A large scale survey. Journal of Management 
Studies, 37, 903–930. 
Cropanzano, R., Rupp, D. E., & Byrne, Z. (2003). The relationship ofemotional 
exhaustion to work attitudes, job performance, and organizational citizenship 
behaviors. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88, 160–169. 
Dansereau, F. Yammario, F.J., & Markham, S.E. 1995. Leadership, The multiple-
level approaches. Leadership Quarterly, 6, 97-109. 
Dewitt, T. & Denisi, A.S. (2007). What motivates organizational citizenship 
behaviours? Exploring the role of regulatory focus theory. European Journal 
of Work and Organizational Psychology, 16, 241 – 260. 
Earley, C. & Erez, M. (1997). The transplanted executive, London, Oxford Press. 
Eastman, K. K. (1994). In the eyes of the beholder, An attributional approach to 
ingratiation and organizational citizenship behavior. Academy of Management 
Journal, 37, 1379-1391. 
Efron, B & Tibshiram, R (1993). An introduction to the bootstrap. Chapman & Hall 
Elliot, A. J., & McGregor, H. A. (2001). A 2 X 2 achievement goal framework. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 80, 501–519. 
Epstein, S. (1973). The self-concept revisited: Or a theory of a theory. American 
Psychologist, 28, 404–416. 
Epstein, S. (1985). The implications of cognitive–experiential self theory for research 
in social psychology and personality. Journal for the Theory of Social 
Behavior, 15, 283–310. 
Epstein, S. (1990). Cognitive–experiential self-theory. In L. Pervin (Ed.), Handbook 
of personality: Theory and research (pp. 165–192). New York: Guilford. 
Eysenck, H. J. (1970). The structure of human personality (3rd ed.). London: 
Methuen. 
Faraj, S., and Sproull, L. (2000). Coordinating Expertise in Software Development 
Teams, Management Science, 46, 1554-1568. 
 109
Farh, J. L., B. S. Cheng. (2000). A cultural analysis of paternalistic leadership in 
Chinese organizations. J. T. Li, A. S. Tsui, E. Weldon, eds. Management and 
Organizations in the Chinese Context. Macmillan Press Ltd., London, U.K., 
84–127. 
Farh, J. L., Earley, P. C. & Lin, S.(1997). Impetus for action, A cultural analysis of 
justice and extra-role behavior in Chinese society. Administrative Science 
Quarterly, 42, 421–444. 
Farh, J. L., Podsakoff, P. M., & Organ, D. W. (1990). Accounting for organizational 
citizenship behavior, Leader fairness and task scope versus satisfaction. 
Journal of Management, 16, 705–721. 
Fishbein, M., & Azjen, I. (1975). Belief, attitude, intention, and behavior, An 
introduction to theory and research. Reading, MS, Addison-Wesley 
Publishing Company. 
Floyd, F. J. & Widaman, K. F. (1995). Factor analysis in the development and 
refinement of clinical assessment instruments. Psychological Assessment, 7, 
286—299. 
Freitas, A. L., Liberman, N., & Higgins, E. T. (2002). Regulatory fit andresisting 
temptation during goal pursuit. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 
38, 291–298. 
George, J. M. (1990). Personality, affect, and behavior in groups. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 75,107–116. 
George, J. M. (1991). State or trait, Effects of positive mood on prosocial behaviors at 
work. Journal of Applied Psychology, 76, 299-307 
George, J. M., & Brief, A. P. (1992). Feeling good-doing good, A conceptual analysis 
of the mood at work-organizational spontaneity relationship. Psychological 
Bulletin, 112, 310–329. 
George, J. M., & Jones, G. R. (1997). Organizational spontaneity in context. Human 
Performance, 10, 153–170. 
Glaser, B. G., & Strauss, A. L. (1967). The discovery of grounded theory. Chicago, 
Aldine. 
Glassner, B. G. & Strauss, A. L .(1967). The Discovery of Grounded Theory, 
Strategies for Qualitative Research. Aldine, New York, NY. 
Gouldner, A. W. (1960). The norm of reciprocity, A preliminary statement. American 
Sociological Review, 25, 161–178. 
Graen, G. B., & Uhl-Bien, M. (1995). Relationship-based approach to leadership, 
Development of leader–member exchange LMX theory of leadership over 25 
 110
years, Applying a multi-level multi-domain perspective. Leadership 
Quarterly, 6, 219–247. 
Graham, J. W. (1989). Organizational citizenship behavior, Construct redefinition, 
operationalization, and validation. Unpublished working paper, Loyola 
University of Chicago, Chicago, IL. 
Graham, J. W. (1991). An essay on organizational citizenship behavior. Employee 
Responsibilities and Rights Journal, 4, 249–270. 
Gray, J. A. (1972). The psychophysiological basis of introversion–extraversion: A 
modification of Eysenck’s theory. In V. D.Nebylitsyn & J. A. Gray (Eds.), The 
biological bases of individual behaviour (pp. 182–205). New York: Academic. 
Gray, J. A. (1982). The neuropsychology of anxiety, An enquiry into the functions of 
the septo-hippocampal system. New York, Oxford University Press. 
Hartog, D. N. D. & Koopman, P. L. (2001). Leadership in organizations, In 
N.Anderson, D.S. Ones, H. K. Sinanagil & C. Viswesvaran (Eds.), Handbook 
of Industrial, Work and Organizational Psychology, 2, 166-187, Thousand 
Oaks, CA, Sage. 
Higgins, E. T. (1998). Promotion and prevention, Regulatory focus as a motivational 
principle, in M. P. Zanna Ed. Advances in Experimental Psychology, 30,1
46.San Diego, CA, Academic Press. 
Higgins, E. T. (2002). How self-regulation creates distinct values, The case of 
promotion and prevention decision making. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 
12, 177–191. 
Higgins, E.T. (1997). Beyond pleasure and pain American Psychologist, 52, 1280-
1300. 
Higgins, E.T. (2000). Making a good decision, Value from fit, American 
Psychologist, 55, 1217-1230. 
Higgins, E.T., & Freitas, A.L. (2007). Regulatory fit, Its nature and consequences. In 
T.A. Judge and C. Ostroff (Eds.), Perspectives on organizational fit, 71-98, 
Mahweh, NJ, Erlbaum. 
Higgins, E.T., Roney, C.J.R., Crowe, E., & Hymes C. (1994). Ideal versus ought 
predilections for approach and avoidance, Distinct self-regulatory systems. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 66, 276-282. 
Hogg, M. A., & Terry, D. J. (Eds.). (2001). Social identity processes in organizational 
contexts. Philadelphia, Psychology Press. 
Hogg, M. A., & Terry, D.J. (2000). Social identity and self-categorization processes 
in organizational contexts. Academy of Management Review, 25, 121-140. 
 111
Holmbeck, G. N. (2002). Post-hoc probing of significant moderationaland 
mediational effects in studies of pediatric populations. Journal of Pediatric 
Psychology, 27, 87-96. 
Howard, A. (1995). A framework for work change. In A. Howard Ed., The changing 
nature of work, 3-44. San Francisco, CA, Jossey-Bass. 
Hui, C., Lam, S.S.K., & Law, K.K.S. (2000). Instrumental values of organizational 
citizenship behavior for promotion, A field quasi-experiment. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 85, 822-828. 
Ilies, R., and Judge, T.A. (2002). Understanding the dynamic relationships among 
personality, mood, and job satisfaction, A field experience sampling study. 
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 89, 1119-1139 
Ilies, R., Scott, B. A., & Judge, T. A. (2006). The interactive effects of personal traits 
and experienced states on intraindividual patterns of citizenship behavior. 
Academy of Management Journal, 49, 561-575 
Isen, A. M. (1984). Toward understanding the role of affect in cognition. In R. S., 
Wyer Jr., & T. K. Srull (Eds.), Handbook of social cognition, 3. Hillsdale, NJ, 
Lawrence Erlbaum. 
Jaccard, J., & Wan, C. K. (1995). Measurement error in the analysis ofinteraction 
effects between continuous predictors using multiple regres-sion, Multiple 
indicator and structural equation approaches. Psychological Bulletin, 117, 
348–357. 
James, L. R., Demaree, R. G., & Wolf, G. 1993. Rwg, An assessment of within-group 
interrater agreement. Journal of Applied Psychology, 78, 306–309. 
James, W. 1890. The principles of psychology. New York, Dover. 
Judge, T. A., & Piccolo, R. F. (2004). Transformational and transactional leadership, 
A meta-analytic test of their relative validity. Journal of Applied Psychology, 
89, 755–768. 
Kamdar, D., McAllister, D.J. & Turban, D.B. (2006). ‘All in a day’s work’, How 
follower individual differences and justice perceptions predict OCB role 
definitions and behavior. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91, 841-855. 
Katz, D. (1964). The motivational basis of organizational behavior. Behavioral 
Science, 9, 131–146. 
Katz, D., & Kahn, R. L. (1966). The social psychology of organizations. New York, 
Wiley. 
Katz, D., & Kahn, R. L. (1978). The social psychology of organizations (2nd ed.). 
New York, Wiley. 
 112
Kelman, H. C. (1958). Compliance, identification and internalization, three processes 
of attitude change. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 2, 51-60. 
Keltner, D., Gruenfeld, D. H., & Anderson, C. (2003). Power, approach, and 
inhibition. Psychological Review, 110, 265–284. 
Konovsky, M. A., & Pugh, S. D. (1994). Citizenship behavior and social exchange. 
Academy of Management Journal, 37, 656–669. 
Lam, S. S. K., Hui, C., & Law, K. S. (1999). Organizational citizenshipbehavior: 
Comparing perspectives of supervisors and subordinates across four 
international samples. Journal of Applied Psychology, 84,594–601 
LePine, J. A., Hanson, M., Borman, W., & Motowidlo, S. J. (2000). Contextual 
performance and teamwork, Implications for staffing. In G. R. Ferris & K. M. 
Rowland Eds., Research in personnel and human resources management, 19, 
53–90. Stamford, CT, JAI Press. 
LePine, J.A., Erez, A., & Johnson, D.E. (2002). The nature and dimensionality of 
organizational citizenship behavior, A critical review and meta-analysis. 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 87, 52–65. 
Lewicki, R., McAllister, D., & Bies, R. (1998). Trust and distrust: New relationships 
and realities. Academy of Management Review, 23, 438-458. 
Lockwood, P., Jordan, C., & Kunda, Z. (2002). Motivation by positive or negative 
role models, Regulatory focus determines who will best inspire us. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 83, 854-864. 
Lowe, K.B., Kroeck, K.G., & Sivasubramaniam, N. (1996). Effectiveness correlates 
of transformational and transactional leadership, A meta-analytic review of the 
MLQ literature. Leadership Quarterly, 7, 385-425. 
Lynch, P., Eisenberger, R., & Armeli, S. (1999). Perceived organizational support, 
Inferior-versus-superior performance by wary employees. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 84, 467–483. 
Mackinnon, A., Jorm, A. F., Christensen, H., Korten, A. E., Jacomb, P. A., & 
Rodgers, B. (1999). Ashort form of the Positive and Negative Affect 
Schedule, Evaluation of factorial validity and invariance across demographic 
variables in a community sample. Personality and Individual Differences, 27, 
405–416. 
Mael, F., & Ashforth, B.E. (1992). Alumni and their alma mater, A partial test of the 
reformulated model of organizational identification. Journal of Organization 
Behavior, 13, 103-123. 
Mandler, G. (1975). Mind and emotion. New York, Wiley. 
 113
Marsh, H. W., Balla, J. R., & McDonald, R. P. (1988). Goodness-of-fit indices in 
confirmatory factor analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 103, 391-410. 
Masterson, S. S., Lewis, K., Goldman, B. M., & Taylor, M. S. (2000).Integrating 
justice and social exchange, The differing effects of fair procedures and 
treatment on work relationships. Academy of Management Journal, 43, 738–
748. 
McAllister, D.J. & Chaturvedi, S. (2008). Leadership, Regulatory Fit, and Justice for 
All? Paper presented at the Society for Personality and Social Psychology, 
Albuquerque, New Mexico. 
McAllister, D.J. Kamdar, D., Morrison, E. W. & Turban, D. (2007). Disentangling 
role perceptions, How perceived role breadth, discretion, and instrumentality 
and efficacy relate to helping and taking charge. Journal of Applied 
Psychology. 
McNeely, B.L.& Meglino, B.M.(1994). The role of dispositional and situational 
antecedents in prosocial organizational behavior, An examination of the 
intended beneficiaries of prosocial behavior. Journal of Applied Psychology, 
79, 836-844. 
Metcalfe, J.,&Mischel,W. (1999).A hot/cool system analysis of delay of gratification: 
Dynamics of willpower. Psychological Review, 106, 3–19. 
Moon, H., Van Dyne, L. & Wrobel, K. (2005). The circumplex model and the future 
of organizational citizenship behavior. In Turnipseed, D.L. (Ed.) Handbook of 
organizational citizenship behavior, A review of “good soldier” activity in 
organizations. New York, Nova Science Publishers. 
Moorman, R. H., G. L. Blakely. (1995). Individualism-collectivism as an individual 
difference predictor of organizational citizenship behavior. Journal of 
Oranizational Behavior, 16 127–143. 
Moorman, R.H. (1991). Relationship between organizational justice and 
organizational citizenship behaviors, Do fairness perceptions influence 
employee citizenship? Journal of Applied Psychology, 76, 845–855. 
Morrison, E. W. (1994). Role definitions and organizational citizenship behavior, The 
importance of the employee’s perspective. Academy of Management Journal, 
37, 1543–1567. 
Morrison E. W. & Phelps C. C. (1999). Taking charge at work, Extra-role efforts to 
initiate workplace change, Academy of Management Journal, 42, 403-419. 
Motowidlo, S. J., & Schmit, M. J. (1999). Performance assessment in unique jobs. In 
D. R. Ilgen & E. D. Pulakos Eds., The changing nature of performance, 
Implications for staffing, motivation, and development pp. 56–87. San 
Francisco, Jossey-Bass. 
 114
Motowidlo, S. J., & Van Scotter, J. R. (1994). Evidence that task performance should 
be distinguished from contextual performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 
79, 475–480. 
Motowidlo, S. J., W. C. Borman, M. J. Schmit. (1997). A theory of individual 
difference in task and contextual performance. Human Performance, 10, 71–
83. 
Ng, S. H. (1980). The social psychology of power. San Diego, CA: Academic Press. 
O’Reilly, C., & Chatman, J. (1986). Organizational commitment and psychological 
attachment, The effects of compliance, identification and internalization on 
prosocial behavior. Journal of Applied Psychology, 71, 492–499. 
Organ, D. W. (1977). A reappraisal and reinterpretation of the satisfaction-causes-
performance hypothesis. Academy of Management Review, 2, 46–53. 
Organ, D. W. (1988). Organizational citizenship behavior: The good soldier 
syndrome. Lexington, MA, Lexington Books. 
Organ, D. W. (1990). The motivational basis of organizational citizenship behavior. 
In B. M. Staw & L. L. Cummings (Eds.), Research in organizational 
behavior, 12, 43–72. Greenwich, CT, JAI Press. 
Organ, D. W. (1997). Organizational citizenship behavior, It’s construct clean-up 
time. Human Performance, 10, 85–97. 
Organ, D. W., & Ryan, K. (1995). A meta-analytic review of attitudinal and 
dispositional predictors of organizational citizenship behavior. Personnel 
Psychology, 48, 775–802. 
Organ, D. W., & Konovsky, M. (1989). Cognitive versus affective determinants of 
organizational citizenship behavior. Journal of Applied Psychology, 74, 157-
164. 
Organ, D.W. Podsakoff, P.M. & MacKenzie, S. B. (2006). Organizational citizenship 
behavior, Its nature, antecedents, and consequences. Thousand Oaks, Sage 
Publications. 
Penner, L. A., Midili, A. R., & Kegelmeyer, J. (1997). Beyond job attitudes, a 
personality and social psychology perspective on the causes of organizational 
citizenship behavior. Human Performance, 10, 111–131. 
Pham, M.T., & Higgins, E.T. (2005). Promotion and prevention in consumer decision 
making, state of the art and theoretical propositions, In S. Ratneshwar and 
David Glen Mick eds. Inside Consumption, Frontiers of Research on 
Consumer Motives, Goals, and Desires, London, UK, Routledge. 
 115
Pillai, R., Scandura, T.A., & Williams, E.A. (1999). Leadership and organizational 
justice, similarities and differences across cultures. Journal of International 
Business Studies, 30, 763-779. 
Plutchik, R. (1989). Measuring emotions and their derivatives. In R. Plutchik, & H. 
Kellerman (Eds.), Emotion, theory, research, and experience, the 
measurement of emotions, 4 ( pp. 1–35). San Diego, Academic Press. 
Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Paine, J. B., & Bachrach, D. G. (2000). 
Organizational citizenship behaviors, A critical review of the theoretical and 
empirical literature and suggestions for future research. Journal of 
Management, 26, 513–563. 
Podsakoff, P.M., MacKenzie, S.B., Moorman, R.H., & Fetter, R. (1990). 
Transformational leader behaviors and their effects on followers’ trust in 
leader, satisfaction and organizational citizenship behaviors. Leadership 
Quarterly, 1, 107–142. 
Preacher, K. J., & Hayes, A. F. (2004). SPSS and SAS procedures for estimating 
indirect effects in simple mediation models. Behavior Research Methods, 
Instruments, and Computers, 36, 717–731. 
Preacher, K. J., Rucker, D. D., & Hayes, A. F. (2007). Addressing moderated 
mediation hypotheses, Theory, methods, and prescriptions. Multivariate 
Behavioral Research. 
Riketta, M. (2005). Organizational Identification: A meta analysis. Journal of 
Vocational Behavior, 66, 358-384. 
Robinson, S. L., & Morrison, E. W. (1995). Psychological contracts and OCB, the 
effect of unfulfilled obligations on civic virtue behavior. Journal of 
Organizational Behavior, 16, 289–298. 
Rousseau, D. M. (1995). Psychological contracts in organizations, understanding 
written and unwritten agreements. Thousand Oaks, CA, Sage. 
Salovery, P., Mayer, J. D., & Rosenhan, D. L. (1991). Mood and helping, mood as a 
motivator of helping and helping as a regulator of mood. In M. S. Clark (Ed.), 
Prosocial behavior ( pp. 215–237). Thousand Oaks, CA, Sage. 
Scheier, M. F., Carver, C. S., & Bridges, M. W. (1994). Distinguishingoptimism from 
neuroticism (and trait anxiety, self-mastery, and self-esteem), A reevaluation 
of the Life Orientation Test. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 67, 
1063–1078. 
Scholl, R. W. (1981). Differentiating organizational commitment from expectancy as 
a motivating force. Academy of Management Review, 6, 589-599. 
 116
Settoon, R. P. & Mossholder, K. W. (2002). Relationship quality and relationship 
context as antecedents of person- and task- focused interpersonal citizenship 
behavior', Journal of Applied Psychology, 87, 255-267. 
Simon, H. A. (1967). Motivational and emotional controls of cognition. Psychological 
Review, 74, 29-39. 
Simon, H.A. (1947). Administrative behavior. New York, NY, Macmillan. 
Smith, C.A., Organ, D.W., & Near, J.P. (1983). Organizational citizenship behavior, 
Its nature and antecedents. Journal of Applied Psychology, 68, 653–663. 
Sorce, J. F., R. N. Emde, J. J. Campos and M. D. Klennert. (1985). "Maternal 
emotional signaling, Its effects on the visual cliff behavior of 1-year-olds." 
Developmental Psychology, 21, 195-200. 
Spector, P. E., & Fox, S. (2002). An emotion-centered model of voluntary work 
behavior, Some parallels between counterproductive work behavior and 
organizational citizenship behavior. Human Resource Management Review, 
12, 269–292 
Spiegel, S., Grant-Pillow, H., & Higgins, E.T. (2004). How regulatory fit enhances 
motivational strength during goal pursuit. European Journal of Social 
Psychology, 34, 39-54. 
Stone-Romero, E.F. & Rosopa, P.J. (2008). The Relative Validity of Inferences about 
Mediation as a Function of Research Design Characteristics. Organizational 
Research Methods, 11, 326-352. 
Strauss, A. & Corbin, J. (1990). Basics of qualitative research, Grounded theory 
procedures and techniques. London, Sage. 
Tepper, B.J., Lockhart, D., & Hoobler, J. (2001). Justice, citizenship and role 
definition effects. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86, 789-796. 
Trapnell, P. D., & Campbell, J. (1999). Private self-consciousness and the five-factor 
model of personality, Distinguishing rumination from reflection. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 76, 284–304. 
Van Dyne, L., & Ang, S. (1998). Organizational citizenship behavior of contingent 
workers in Singapore. Academy of Management Journal. 41, 692-703. 
Van Dyne, L., & LePine, J. A. (1998). Helping and voice extra-role behaviors, 
Evidence of construct and predictive validity. Academy of Management 
Journal, 41, 108-119. 
Van Dyne, L., Graham, J. W. & Dienesch, R. M. (1994). Organizational citizenship 
behavior, Construct redefinition, measurement, and validation. Academy of 
Management Journal, 37, 765–802. 
 117
Van Scotter, J. R., & Motowidlo, S. J. (1996). Interpersonal facilitation and job 
dedication as separate facets of contextual performance. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 81,525–531. 
Wayne, S. J., Shore, L. M., & Liden, R. C. (1997). Perceived organizational support 
and leader-member exchange, A social exchange perspective. Academy of 
Management Journal, 40, 82–111. 
Weiss, H. M., & Cropanzano, R. (1996). Affective events theory, A theoretical 
discussion of the structure, causes and consequences of affective experiences 
at work. Research in Organizational Behavior, 18, 1–74. 
Williams, L. J., & Anderson, S. E. (1991). Job satisfaction and organizational 
commitment as predictors of organizational citizenship and in-role behaviors. 
Journal of Management, 17, 601–617. 
Yammarino, F.J., Spangler, W.D., & Dubinsky, A.J. (1998). Transformational and 
contingent reward leadership, individual, dyad, and group levels of analysis. 
Leadership Quarterly, 9, 27-54.Ashforth, B. E. & Mael, F. (1989). Social 
identity theory and the organization. Academy of Management Review, 14, 20-
39. 
Zelenski, J. M., & Larsen, R. J. (1999). Susceptibility to affect: A comparison of three 
personality taxonomies. Journal of Personality, 67, 761–791. 
Zellars, K. L., Tepper, B. J., & Duffy, M. K. (2002). Abusive supervision and 
subordinates’ organizational citizenship behavior. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 87, 1068–1076. 
Zellars, K.L., & Tepper, B.J. (2003). Beyond social exchange, New directions for 
organizational citizenship behavior theory and research. In J. Martocchio 
(Ed.), Research in personnel and human resource management , 22, 395-424. 
Greenwich, CT, JAI Press. 
 118
APPENDIX I 
Patterns of Association among Promotion-related and Prevention-related  
Individual Difference Constructs 
Objective: 
To empirically examine the existence of two motivational systems- approach 
and avoidance. 
Sample and Procedure: 
The participants for this preliminary study were undergraduate students 
enrolled in an introductory management course at a large university in Singapore. 
Data was collected over two consecutive academic years. There were 298 subjects in 
first sample and 903 subjects from the other. Students were invited to complete an 
online battery of individual difference measures for which they would get subject-
pool credit. Participation was voluntary, and an alternative assignment was provided 
for those electing not to participate in the subject pool. In the first sample, there were 
51% male and 21 years of age on average, and in the second sample there were 52% 
male and 21 years of average age. In both samples, subjects were primarily 
Singaporean by nationality and Chinese by ethnic descent. 
Measures: 
All multi-item measures were drawn or adapted from previously validated and 
published instruments. The measure items were responded to on a 5-point Likert scale 
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). In both the samples, the 
reliability (Cronbach Alpha) was above 0.70. The table below shows the origin of the 
measure of the corresponding variable along with the sample items. 
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Table I1: Variables, References and Sample Items 
Variable Reference Sample items 
Self regulatory 
Focus 
Lockwood, Jordon, & 
Kunda (2002; 16 
items) 
“My major goal right now is to achieve 
my ambitions” (promotion focus); 
“I am anxious that I will fall short of my 
responsibilities and obligations” 
(prevention focus) 
BIS/ BAS Carver & White (1994; 20 items) 
“I go out of my way to get things I want” 
(BAS); 





Tellegen (1988; 20 
items) 
“Interested” (PA); “Scared” (NA) 
Goal 
Orientation 
Elliot & McGregor 
(2001; 12 items) 
“It is important for me to do better than 
other students.” (Performance-
Approach); 
“I just want to avoid doing poorly in my 
classes.” (Performance- Avoid); 
“I worry that I may not learn all that I 
possibly could in my classes.” (Mastery- 
Avoid); 
“I want to learn as much as possible 
from my classes.” (Mastery Approach) 
Proactivity Bateman & Crant 
(1993; 10 items) 
“I am constantly on the lookout for new 
ways to improve my life.” 
Pessimism 
 
Norem & Canter, 
(1986; 9 items) 
“I go into these situations expecting the 
worst, even though I know I will 





Noguchi, Gohm, & 
Dalsky (2006; 29 
items) 
“I mostly remember times when I was 
happy.” (Positive / Self); 
“I pay attention to positive things that 
other people do.” (Positive/ Others); “I 
worry that bad things may happen to 
me.” (Negative / Self); 
“I don’t forget when others do things that 
hurt me.” (Negative / Others) 
Self Motives Earley & Erez (1998; 
10 items) 
“It gives me pleasure to learn new skills 
and challenge myself even it if requires 
great effort.” (Self Growth); “I prefer it 
when I can use standard and familiar 




Analysis and Results 
I used SPSS 15.0 to test the existence of two motivational systems- approach 
and avoidance. I consistently observed evidence of the existence of the bipolar 
distinction. Table I2 summarizes how different dimensions BAS and BIS; Positive 
Affect and Negative Affect; Proactivity and Pessimism; Goal orientation (Mastery 
approach, Performance Approach, Mastery Avoid and Mastery Avoidance); Positive 
Information Salience and Negative Information Salience; Self- growth and Self-
consistency motive correlated with promotion and prevention scores of self-regulatory 
focus (Higgins, 1997). Similarly, Table I3 summarizes an exploratory factor analysis 
with promax rotation on these variables. Findings are consistent and clearly show the 
existence of two motivational systems in two datasets collected at different times with 
different groups of undergraduate students. 
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Table I2: Convergent Validity of Motivational Systems: Correlation of 
Promotion and Prevention focus (Self-Regulatory Focus Theory) with related 
social-psychological variables. 
 
 Data1(N=298) Data2(N=903) 
 Promotion    Focus 
Prevention       
   Focus 
Promotion          
    Focus 
Prevention     
    Focus 
BAS .49*** .18** .32*** -.02 
BIS .10 .36*** -.01 .34*** 
Positive Affect .47*** .04 .48*** -.02 
Negative Affect .03 .29*** -.09** .36*** 
Performance Approach .36*** .19*** .29*** .16*** 
Mastery Approach .37*** .28*** .29*** .14*** 
Mastery Avoid .14* .40*** .14*** .32*** 
Performance Avoid .04 .47*** -.07 .37*** 
Proactivity .55*** .19***   
Pessimism -.14* .38***   
Positive Information Salience .41*** .08   
Negative Information Salience .21*** .40***   
Self Growth Motive .45*** .09   
Self Consistency Motive .07 .30***   
Note: N is sample size 
*** p<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05 
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Table I3: Convergent Validity of Motivational Systems: Exploratory Factor Analysis 
 Data 1 (N=298) Data 2 (N=903) 
Variables Approach Avoidance Approach Avoidance 
Promotion Focus  0.69  0.71  
BAS 0.63  0.46  
Positive Affect 0.70  0.65 -0.28 
Mastery approach 0.42 0.31 0.45 0.26 
Performance approach 0.30 0.24 0.37 0.16 
Proactivity 0.82  N.A  
Positive Information 
Salience 0.56  N.A  
Self Growth Motive 0.78 -0.19 N.A  
Prevention Focus  0.18 0.68  0.59 
BIS  0.63  0.60 
Negative Affect  0.46  0.46 
Mastery avoid  0.53 0.24 0.54 
Performance avoid  0.57  0.46 
Pessimism -0.26 0.57  N.A 
Negative Information 
Salience  0.23 0.41  N.A 
Self Consistency Motive  0.48  N.A 






1) Self Regulatory Focus (Lockwood, Jordon, Kunda, 2002) 
 
Promotion Focus 
• I frequently imagine how I will achieve my hopes and aspirations 
• I often think about the person I would ideally like to be in the future 
• I typically focus on the success I hope to achieve in the future 
• I often think about how I will achieve career success 
• My major goal right now is to achieve my ambitions 
• I see myself as someone striving to reach my “ideal self”—to fulfill my hopes, 
wishes, and aspirations 
• In general, I am focused on achieving positive outcomes in my life 
• I often imagine myself experiencing good things that I hope will happen to me 
 
Prevention Focus 
• In general, I am focused on preventing negative events in my life 
• I am anxious that I will fall short of my responsibilities and obligations 
• I often think about the person I am afraid I might become in the future 
• I often worry that I will fail to accomplish my career goals 
• I often imagine myself experiencing bad things that I fear might happen to me 
• I frequently think about how I can prevent failures in my life 
• My major goal right now is to avoid becoming a failure 
• I see myself as someone striving to become the self I “ought” to be—to fulfill 
my duties, responsibilities, and obligations 
 
2) OCB Role Perceptions 
 
Promotion Role Perceptions 
• Actively sharing knowledge with new team members and people who want to 
know. 
• Using personal knowledge to solve organizational problems, even when 
they're not my responsibility. 
• Actively seeking out opportunities to serve society and the community 
• Being proactive in identifying people with expertise to solve technical 
problems, even though this is not a job requirement. 
• Finding ways to promote goodwill among colleagues. 
• Helping colleagues feel wanted and valued. 
• Helping those who are behind in their work without complaining, especially 
when project deadlines are pressing. 
• Being proactive in seeing where people are stuck, and helping them out. 
 
Prevention Role Perceptions 
• Is careful not to go ‘outside the box’ from the direction the team is going. 
• During times of overload, takes on additional responsibilities to lighten the 
load on others. 
• Contributes to organizational initiatives to build up competencies. 
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• Shares knowledge of team/organizational processes with those who are 
unaware. 
• Works extra hard to make up for deficiencies in what others have done. 
• Avoids getting side tracked (going on personal 'tangents’). 
• Contributes to Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) initiatives if asked by 
the organization. 
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